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Academic advising is widely touted as essential to retention and student success. Faculty 
members have advising responsibilities at a majority of colleges and universities. Faculty 
members typically receive little or no preparation for advising through their graduate education, 
and advising training for newly hired faculty members is often limited. This interpretive 
qualitative study explored the experiences of faculty members in developing academic advising 
knowledge and competencies using the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) 
Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a) as a conceptual framework. 
Using a semi-structured interview format, I interviewed eight faculty advisors at a mid-sized, 
public, four-year university. Faculty advisors described learning skills by studying university 
policies and requirements, by asking questions of faculty colleagues, and by working with 
students. They valued and prioritized building relationships with students. They tended to use 
advising approaches consistent with their disciplinary backgrounds. Participants’ discussions of 
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Chapter One - Introduction 
Retention is a significant concern throughout higher education. Retention affects college 
completion, graduation rates, and student debt. All these issues are also the focus of increasing 
concern in the public at large (e.g., “Student Debt Crisis,” 2018; White, 2015). Nearly 70% of 
students completing high school enroll in college the following fall (National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES), 2019). Only about 60% of these return for a second year (NCES, 
2019). Students who leave college often give up on completing a degree, and if they have used 
student loans, leave with debt but without the degree, and the anticipated higher earnings a 
degree might bring (“Student Debt Crisis”, 2018). Students who persist and graduate frequently 
take longer than expected to complete degrees. Only about 60% of students complete a degree 
within 150% of the expected time (NCES, 2019). More time to degree completion means more 
semesters in college, more costs, and often, more student debt.  
Changing student demographics are driving an increased emphasis on retention 
throughout higher education. Fewer traditional-aged students will graduate from high school in 
the next several years (Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 2018). Increasing 
numbers of post-traditional aged students, veterans, students with disabilities and mental health 
concerns, low-income students, and first-generation students are enrolling in colleges and 
universities (Farr & Cunningham, 2017).  Students in these groups face challenges in attending 
and staying in college and are typically retained at lower rates (e.g. Hinz, Arbeit, & Bentz, 2017; 
Radford, Bentz, Dekker, & Paslov, 2016; Snyder, de Brey, & Dillow, 2019). These groups are 
not distinct, and students may belong to several groups. They may have multiple risk factors that 
may interfere with persistence (Kuh, 2008). For example, Radford et al. (2016) reported that 
military veterans tend to be older and are more likely to have disabilities than most college 
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students, and Engle and Tinto (2008) found significant challenges to retention for students who 
are both low-income and first-generation.  
Higher education is also vulnerable to economic changes which often intensify 
demographic changes. Economic downturns, such as the Great Recession in 2008, push more 
students toward enrollment in higher education. Many students enrolling during difficult 
economic times are low-income and first-generation students who may struggle in achieving 
academic goals due to issues of academic preparation, family obligations, and the need to work 
significant hours in addition to class attendance (Engle & Tinto, 2008).  
Academic advising plays an essential role in student retention (Tinto, 2010). It is critical 
to helping students succeed and giving them the information needed to make good decisions 
about their academic journey (Hutson, 2013). Folsom and Scobie (2010) argue that strong 
academic advising supports multiple indicators of student success. Academic advising can help 
students develop realistic, efficient plans of study, minimize unneeded courses, and promote 
timely student completion, which helps to limit student borrowing (Complete College America, 
2014; Hunter & White, 2004; White, 2015). Quality advising can also help to retain increasingly 
diverse student populations (e.g. Engle & Tinto, 2008; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Swecker, Fifolt, 
& Searby, 2013).  
College and university faculty have traditionally provided the vital function of academic 
advising. Full-time faculty members have advising responsibilities at two out of three colleges 
and universities (National Academic Advising Association (NACADA), 2011). However, faculty 
advisors often have little or no preparation for advising as part of graduate education (Adams, 
2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & Dore, 2001). Upon taking a faculty position, they 
frequently receive very limited training at their institutions (NACADA, 2011). Academic 
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advising literature addressing advisor training primarily focuses on recommendations about the 
content to be included and suggestions for delivery of training (e.g. Brown, 2008; Folsom, 
Shultz, Scobie, & Miller, 2010; Vowell & Farren, 2003). Limited research has focused on 
components of training (e.g. Waters, 2002; Wiseman & Messitt, 2010), but faculty advisors’ 
experiences in learning about advising have not been explored. This study focused on the 
experiences and reflections of faculty members as they develop advising competencies and 
approaches needed to effectively advise students. 
Statement of the Problem 
Despite widespread agreement about the importance of advising, there is little consensus 
on how best to deliver advising services and how to train advisors to provide high quality 
advising to students. Faculty members at most colleges and universities serve as academic 
advisors (NACADA, 2011). Advising is only one area of faculty responsibility, and faculty 
members often struggle to balance advising with teaching, research, and other service activities 
(Wallace, 2011). At many institutions, there is little recognition for advising, and quality 
advising is not strongly valued within the faculty promotion and tenure system (He & Hutson, 
2017; Wallace, 2011). Faculty members are assumed to be content experts for their disciplines, 
but may be less familiar with other critical information, such as university policies and resources 
to support students (Hutson, 2013). Faculty advisors often focus primarily on registration and 
course planning (Troxel, 2018). Faculty advising caseloads vary widely (NACADA, 2011). 
Contingent faculty members do not advise at most institutions, further increasing the pressure on 
full-time faculty members to provide advising (NACADA, 2011).  
Colleges and universities began to reexamine their advising delivery systems in the 
1970s. Many institutions moved away from faculty-only advising models in response to 
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increasing diversity of student populations and a recommendation to emphasize advising from 
the 1972 Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Report (Cook, 2009). Many colleges and 
universities expanded advising responsibilities to include primary-role, or professional, advisors 
(Cook, 2009). The addition of professional positions focusing on advising led to greater interest 
in advising within higher education and particularly among personnel in these new positions, and 
the establishment of a professional organization, the National Academic Advising Association 
(NACADA), promoting improved advising through training and research (Cook, 2009). The 
addition of primary-role advisors provided additional resources to assist students, but also 
complicated the advising landscape. 
Consistent, high-quality advising requires training for faculty advisors and primary-role 
advisors alike. All too often, limited training leads to advising that is uneven in quality. The 
variety of personnel involved in advising adds complexity to training advisors. Faculty advisors 
and primary-role advisors come from diverse academic backgrounds, and training must include 
institutional policies specific to each college and university. Formal training opportunities are 
often limited, leaving both faculty advisors and primary-role advisors to learn “on the job” 
(Aiken-Wisniewski, Johnson, Larson, & Barkemeyer, 2015; Folsom, 2015a; Habley, 2009). 
Training is frequently provided by primary-role advisors, as reflected in training program 
examples (NACADA, n.d.). Primary-role advisors may lack first-hand knowledge about faculty 
members’ priorities and time demands. Unlike primary-role advisors, whose principal focus is 
advising, faculty advisors must balance advising with teaching and research (Wallace & Wallace, 
2010). Advising caseloads vary dramatically, with median caseloads for primary-role advisors 
nearly ten times larger than for faculty advisors (NACADA, 2011). There is often little incentive 
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for faculty advisors to participate in available training opportunities, and faculty members may 
express little interest in attending training or learning about advising (Mueller, 2012). 
Academic advising literature on advisor training consists primarily of recommendations 
for training methods and content (e.g. Brown, 2008; Folsom, Shultz, Scobie, & Miller, 2010; 
Vowell & Farren, 2003). Models for training such as Folsom, Joslin, and Yoder’s training 
blueprint for first-year advisors (2005) were often designed for primary-role advisors, and later 
expanded for faculty advisors. Recommendations for training do not always differentiate 
between faculty advisors and primary-role advisors, who have different needs and priorities for 
training. Given the prevalence of faculty advising and the importance of advising for student 
success, understanding the process by which faculty members develop advising competencies 
and approaches is critical. Improving training for faculty advisors will require understanding 
faculty members’ experiences, and the incentives and disincentives that affect how faculty 
advisors develop and refine advising skills. 
Description and Scope of the Research 
This study examined the experiences and perspectives of faculty advisors as they 
developed advising competencies and approaches using an interpretive qualitative design 
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The goals of the study were to explore faculty members’ experiences 
in learning to advise, and then to identify themes to describe and interpret the experiences and 
perspectives described by faculty advisors. Recent essays and training materials focusing on 
advisor development (e.g. Brown, 2008; Farr & Cunningham, 2017; Folsom, Yoder, & Joslin, 
2015) focused on essential competencies for advising originally described by Habley (1995), and 
further developed into the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a). I 
used this model as the framework for this study. The model was developed to guide institutions, 
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advising administrators, and advisors in designing training and professional development to 
improve advising services for students. Core competencies for effective academic advising are 
based on conceptual, informational, and relational content components (NACADA, 2017a). 
Faculty advisors were recruited from undergraduate faculty members at a mid-sized, 
public, four-year comprehensive university in the Midwestern U.S. The university uses a faculty 
advising model with mandatory advising for students. Adjunct faculty members do not have 
advising responsibilities, and full-time, non-tenure track faculty members do not advise in many 
departments. Advising within academic majors is specifically defined as a faculty responsibility 
in the faculty union contract (IFO Master Agreement, 2019-2021) so that use of primary-role 
advisors is limited. However, the university has explored ways that increased use of primary-role 
advisors can improve services to students. Several colleges within the university have added 
primary-role advisors who provide support, consultation, and training to faculty advisors.  
I selected and recruited participants purposefully (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) from 
departments that do not have training and support from primary-role advisors. I believe that the 
process of learning about advising may be quite different in those departments, and I am 
interested in the perspectives and experiences of faculty members learning about advising 
without those additional supports. I selected full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty members 
with four to ten years of employment, as a proxy for length of advising experience. New tenure-
track faculty members may not be assigned advising responsibilities in their first one or two 
semesters. Selecting faculty members with at least four years of service meant that they had at 
least three years of advising experience. Folsom (2015b) suggests that at least three years of 
advising experience is required for mastery of core advising competencies. I used publicly 
available information on length of employment and tenure or tenure track classification to 
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identify potential participants. I included faculty advisors from departments with admission 
requirements and processes for their majors as well as from departments without such processes. 
Admissions processes that require students to meet specific criteria to be accepted into a program 
of study may increase the urgency for advisors to learn informational content to assist students in 
successfully applying to become a major in the department.  
I invited participation through emails to potential participants. I used snowball sampling, 
inviting participants and informants to identify additional potential participants that I then 
contacted via email. I conducted individual in-person interviews using a semi-structured 
interview guide, including questions exploring all three core competencies. I used intensive 
interviewing techniques as described by Charmaz (2014). After obtaining permission from 
participants, I audiotaped interviews for transcription and coding. 
Analysis focused on capturing participants’ descriptions of their experiences and their 
reflections and understandings of the process of developing skills and approaches to provide 
quality academic advising to their students. I analyzed data through constant comparisons, 
“comparing different pieces of data against each other for similarities and differences” (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2015, p. 85). I also used coding methods described by Saldaña (2016), including 
Process, In Vivo, and Pattern coding. As I began examining data, I used Process coding to 
describe participants’ responses in terms of actions, and In Vivo coding to capture the language 
participants used to discuss their experiences. Pattern coding was used after initial categories and 
themes were identified to explore patterns, and to identify a small number of themes to 
summarize and help interpret the data. I used these analytic methods to move from initial codes 
to categories, and finally to identify common themes that addressed the research questions of the 
project. I documented the research process through a project journal, and wrote memos after each 
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interview to reflect on and capture ideas that emerged in interviews. I used NVivo qualitative 
analysis software to manage data. 
Research Questions 
The research questions for this project were: 
1. What are experiences of faculty members who advise undergraduate students in 
learning advising competencies and approaches for: 
a. the informational component; 
b. the conceptual component; and 
c. the relational component 
2. What are the interpretations and reflections of faculty advisors about how they 
developed advising techniques and approaches that are effective in working with 
students? 
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
Quality academic advising is a vital institutional action for college and university efforts 
to improve retention and promote student success (Drake, 2011; Habley & McClanahan, 2004; 
Tinto, 2010). Advising can help students achieve their goals, and colleges to maintain 
enrollment. Advising has the potential to be a transformative experience that not only assists 
students in planning for educational and career goals, but can also encourage students to 
understand and appreciate the learning process and become lifelong learners (White & 
Schulenberg, 2012). Effective advising requires well-trained, knowledgeable, and skilled 
advisors. 
Given the importance of faculty members in advising, and the predominance of the 
faculty advising role on many campuses, there is little research on how faculty advisors learn to 
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advise. Preparation for advising is rarely a significant component of graduate education (Adams, 
2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & Dore, 2001). Consequently, new faculty members 
often come to campus with little knowledge of advising beyond their own experiences as 
advisees. Opportunities for faculty training on advising responsibilities are often very limited, 
and sometimes not available at all (NACADA, 2011). NACADA has identified faculty advising 
as a critical area for research (NACADA, 2018).  
This study explored the experiences of faculty advisors in developing academic advising 
knowledge and competencies in the three content components of the NACADA Academic 
Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a). Improved knowledge about the experiences of 
faculty members may be helpful in developing or refining professional development 
opportunities to assist faculty advisors in building advising knowledge and competencies, and 
ultimately, in improving service to students. The experiences and reflections of faculty advisors 
may also have value in efforts to better recognize the importance of quality advising within the 
promotion and tenure process. 
Key Terms 
Academic advising: Intentional interactions between students and advisors intended to 
“teach students to solve problems and make decisions, challenge them to think in new ways, and 
help them to articulate and create pathways to their educational goals” (Folsom, 2015a, p. 3). 
Advising may include course scheduling and registration, development of plans of study, and 
career exploration and planning (Huber & Miller, 2013). Advising is a transformative academic 
endeavor that enhances learning, involves students as active participants, helps students integrate 




Faculty advisor: Faculty member with academic advising responsibilities for an assigned 
group of students. Faculty advisors typically advise students who have declared a major in the 
department in which they teach, or at times, in a related discipline. Faculty advisors are most 
frequently full-time tenured or tenure-track faculty members. Part-time, non-tenure-track, and 
adjunct faculty members are less likely to have formal advising responsibilities (NACADA, 
2011). 
Mandatory advising: Required academic advising for students, often prior to registration. 
Mandatory advising may be required for all students, or for specific groups of students, such as 
first year students or students falling below university requirements for GPA or course 
completion (NACADA, 2011). 
NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model: A framework developed by 
NACADA (2017a) to guide training for academic advisors. The model expands the definition of 
quality advising beyond information on courses and registration, including three foundational 
components for advising: conceptual, informational, and relational.  
Primary role, or professional, advisor: Professional college or university personnel for 
whom advising is a primary function (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher 
Education, 2018) 
Summary 
Chapter one introduces the need to learn more about the experiences and understandings 
of faculty advisors in learning academic advising competencies and approaches as the problem to 
be addressed by the proposed study. Advising is a critically important institutional action to 
promote retention and enhance student success. Faculty members have advising responsibilities 
on most campuses, but graduate school preparation for the faculty role seldom includes 
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substantive training for advising. Once hired, faculty advisors’ opportunities for training are 
often limited, and available training may not be well-designed for faculty members who must 
balance advising with teaching and research responsibilities.  This interpretive qualitative study 
used the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a) as a 
framework to explore faculty advisors’ learning experiences related to the conceptual, 
informational, and relational content components of the model. Little research has focused 
specifically on training for faculty advisors. Increased understanding of the learning experiences 
of faculty members related to advising can potentially be used to develop training for faculty 
advisors to improve advising quality and enhance student success.  
Chapter two reviews academic advising literature addressing faculty advising and 
preparation for advising responsibilities, including research supporting the importance of 
advising, historical developments in advising, and a description of the NACADA Academic 
Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a). Chapter three describes the 
methodology for the project, which is designed to explore, describe, and analyze faculty 
experiences in learning advising skills and interpretations regarding development of effective 
advising approaches. It includes a description of the research site, participant selection and 
recruitment, data collection through semi-structured interviews, and steps for data analysis. 
Strategies to promote study quality are outlined. A section addressing positionality is included, 
as well as information about human subjects protections and IRB approval. 
Chapter four discusses the results and findings of the study. Themes emerged related to 
each of the components of the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
(NACADA, 2017a), including “figuring it all out” for the informational component, “tools of the 
trade” for the conceptual component, and “building relationships” for the relational component. 
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Participants described development of effective advising approaches in terms of “personal 
experiences as advisees,” “learning by doing,” “holding students accountable,” and “helping 
students make transitions.”  
Chapter five summarizes the study and its conclusions. The disciplinary backgrounds of 
participants strongly influenced development of relational and conceptual competencies. 
Participants strongly prioritized relationship-building with students as a critical element for 
effective advising. The chapter also includes discussion of the study’s implications for theory, 




Chapter Two – Literature Review 
The study used an interpretive qualitative approach to explore the experiences and 
reflections of faculty advisors about how they developed academic advising knowledge and 
competencies. The research literature on academic advising is growing rapidly, but most has 
focused on the effects of quality advising on retention and student success, or on student 
satisfaction with advising. Research exploring advisor training and the ways in which advisors 
master important skills and become confident in their approaches to advising students is far less 
extensive. Much of the research on advisor training is focused on primary-role, or professional, 
advisors, or does not differentiate between faculty advisors and primary-role advisors. More 
research on advisor training is needed, especially for faculty advisors. Discovering more about 
the experiences and reflections of faculty advisors as they learn about advising can be vital to 
identifying more effective ways to support faculty members in their advising responsibilities. 
This chapter reviews relevant literature about academic advising, including support for the 
importance of advising, history of academic advising, contemporary advising models, advising 
and socialization to the faculty role, training faculty advisors, and NACADA’s (2017a) 
Academic Advising Core Competencies Model. 
Importance of Academic Advising 
Higher education research has identified academic advising as an important component in 
college and university efforts to improve retention and student success. This is true for students 
in general as well as for specific groups of students with historically lower retention and 




Advising as Institutional Action to Promote Retention 
Advising researchers and student development theories have highlighted the critical role 
of institutional actions to promote retention. Colleges and universities have often been prone to 
focus on student characteristics hindering retention, such as lack of motivation, inadequate high 
school preparation, poor study skills, and job demands that interfere with studies (Habley & 
McClanahan, 2004; Tinto, 2010). Nevertheless, four-year public colleges and universities 
responding to ACT’s nationwide survey about retention practices identified five institutional 
factors, including academic advising, that made moderate to high contributions to student 
retention (Habley & McClanahan, 2004). Furthermore, Habley and McClanahan (2004) 
identified and advocated for two advising-related practices that differentiated high-performing 
campuses (those placing within the top quartile in both retention and degree-completion) and 
low-performing campuses (those placing within the bottom quartile in retention and degree-
completion): (a) advising interventions with selected student populations, and (b) increased 
advising staff.  
Using theories of student retention, Tinto (2010) proposed a model for institutional action 
in four areas: expectations, support, feedback, and involvement. Like Habley and McClanahan 
(2004), Tinto’s discussion emphasized the importance of shifting the focus from student 
characteristics associated with retention to systematic actions by colleges and universities to 
support student retention and persistence. He highlighted the importance of advising in retention 
through assisting students to understand expectations in the college and university environment, 
and through helping students, especially low-income students, to know what they need to do to 
be successful.  
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Quality academic advising was also identified as one of three critical elements of 
institutional action that consistently improved student retention and persistence (Drake, 2011). 
Drake’s essay highlighted the importance of academic advising for both student and institutional 
success. She concluded that “in the end, strong academic advising programs signal an 
institution’s commitment to the success of its students” (p. 12).  
Advising, Persistence, and Graduation 
Advising contributes to improved student persistence and graduation rates across the 
spectrum of student characteristics and institution types. For example, Klepfer and Hull (2012) 
used data from the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002) (NCES, 2007) to study 
first-to-second year persistence. Klepfer and Hull used data from a subsample (n = 9,060) of 
students who graduated from high school and enrolled in a two-year or four-year institution 
immediately after high school. Students were counted as persisting if they remained enrolled at 
the time of the 2006 follow-up survey. This study also included students who began at one 
institution and transferred to another. Academic advising in college was one of three factors 
strongly related to persistence. Students who indicated they had met with an advisor 
“sometimes” or “often” were significantly more likely to persist. This finding held across both 
two- and four-year institutions. Compared to students who never met with an advisor, students in 
four-year institutions who sometimes or often talked with an advisor were 53% more likely to 
persist. The influence of advising was most striking for low income and low achievement 
students. Low-income, low-achievement students who reported that they had never met with an 
advisor had a 57% persistence rate. If these students met often with an advisor, their persistence 
rate increased to 87%. Comparing students who never met with advisors and students who met 
often with advisors showed similar, but less dramatic patterns of improved persistence for high-
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income, high-achievement students (82% to 96%) and middle-income, middle-achievement 
students (71% to 92%). The authors suggested that both colleges and high schools can promote 
student persistence by encouraging students to use academic advising and other campus 
resources. 
Leonhardt and Chinoy (2019) reported on an analysis of graduation rates by The New 
York Times and the Urban Institute’s Center on Education Data and Policy. The analysis focused 
on six-year graduation rates at 368 four-year colleges and universities throughout the United 
States, including both public and private institutions of different sizes, and having different 
levels of resources. Each institution was assigned an expected graduation rate based on the 
income, race, gender, age, and test scores of its students in order to compare institutions with 
similar student demographics. All students included in the study were full-time, first-year 
students who began college in the fall semesters of 2009–2012. Graduation statistics included all 
students who completed a bachelor’s degree within six years, even if a student finished at a 
different college than where the student started. High-performing institutions with graduation 
rates that exceeded expectations shared a number of best practices, most of which included 
important roles for advisors. High-performing institutions provided structure for students, 
including degree road maps; encouraged students to take enough credits to stay on track for 
graduation in four years; and helped students get and stay connected to others on campus. These 
institutions expected advisors to encourage and support students, help link them to resources, 
remind students of the benefits of degree completion, and challenge students to persist. Advisors 
at high-performing institutions were also active in identifying and reaching out to students who 




Advising and Student Engagement 
Student engagement powerfully affects students and their academic success. Research 
from the 1990s and early 2000s reported that interactions between faculty members and students 
beyond the classroom had multiple positive effects for students, particularly when the 
interactions have some importance for the student (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Faculty-
student interactions socialized students to the values and purposes of higher education and 
fostered connections between students and the institution (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). More 
recent research summarized by Mayhew, Rockenbach, Bowman, Seifert, and Wolniak (2016) 
found less direct relationships between faculty interaction and student success. Despite 
inconsistent findings, few would argue that faculty-student interactions do not have the potential 
to positively impact students. Faculty academic advising represents an important opportunity for 
meaningful out-of-class student-faculty interaction.  
In recognition of the potential importance of academic advising for student engagement 
and success, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) has begun to incorporate 
questions about advising. In 2007, NSSE added experimental questions about academic advising 
for nearly 10,000 students at 27 colleges and universities (NSSE, 2007). Students who had at 
least two meetings with their advisors during the academic year described greater engagement on 
all NSSE Benchmarks of Effective Educational Practice, including: “level of academic 
challenge; active and collaborative learning; student-faculty interaction; enriching educational 
experiences; and supportive campus environment” (NSSE, 2007, p. 39). Students reported 
similar experiences with advising across gender, ethnicity, enrollment status, majors, and grade 
level (NSSE, 2007). In 2014, NSSE offered an optional topical module on academic advising 
(NSSE, 2014). The academic advising module was selected most often by institutions, reflecting 
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a high level of institutional interest in academic advising (NSSE, 2014). The module was 
selected by 215 colleges and universities, and over 127,000 students responded (NSSE, 2014). 
First-year students who met more frequently with academic advisors reported stronger 
perceptions of support on their campuses, across racial and ethnic groups (NSSE, 2014). 
However, approximately one third of first-year students reported less than two meetings with 
advisors, and part-time, commuting, and non-traditional aged students were less likely to meet 
regularly with an advisor (NSSE, 2014). NSSE findings support the importance of academic 
advising for student success for all students. 
Advising as a Means of Transformation 
White and Schulenberg (2012) moved beyond considerations of retention and graduation 
rates in their essay framing academic advising as a transformative “educational endeavor.” They 
suggested that advising has the potential to help students develop plans for their learning, based 
on educational and career goals, and to reflect on and integrate their academic and co-curricular 
experiences. They argued that advisors are in a unique position to encourage students to think 
about the overarching purposes of higher education, to appreciate of courses both within and 
outside of the student’s major, to develop as lifelong learners, and to engage as citizens, both 
locally and globally. Finally, their essay emphasized the importance of assessing advising in 
order to improve its effectiveness in assisting students.  
In a subsequent essay, White (2015) framed similar arguments about the importance of 
academic advising in light of current challenges facing students and institutions. These 
challenges include but are not limited to rising costs and student debt, the call for colleges to 
serve more diverse students with a variety of needs, changes in teaching and learning based on 
technology, and demands for accountability with burgeoning infrastructure and investment of 
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resources for assessment. White (2015) proposed the need for a new social contract with students 
that places academic advising at its core, engages with students in co-creating a culture of 
learning, and encourages students to become more active in planning their education and more 
responsible for their own outcomes. He observed that, unlike many other activities and services 
in higher education, academic advising can impact all students at an institution through assigning 
every student to a designated advisor.  
Importance of Advising for Historically Underserved Groups 
Advising may be especially important in retaining students from historically underserved 
groups. Kuh (2008) listed eight major risk factors that frequently interfere with students’ 
persistence and graduation: 
• Being academically underprepared for college-level work; 
• Not entering college directly after high school; 
• Attending college part-time 
• Being a single parent; 
• Being financially independent (i.e., students who rely on their own income or savings 
and whose parents are not sources of income for meeting college costs); 
• Caring for children at home; 
• Working more than thirty hours per week; and 
• Being a first-generation college student (p. 69). 
Many students have multiple risk factors. Kuh (2008) observed that historically marginalized 
groups, including ethnic minorities, often have more risk factors than their White counterparts.  
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Research on advising and historically underserved groups has frequently focused on first-
generation students. Engle and Tinto (2008) described the challenges to college success and 
graduation for low-income, first-generation students that emerged from their analysis of data 
from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Beginning Postsecondary Study (BPS 
96:01). They found that many low-income, first-generation students have several of the risk 
factors identified by Kuh (2008). They are more likely to be students of color and more likely to 
be academically underprepared. They are often older, having delayed their enrollment in college. 
They frequently have family and work obligations that limit opportunities to participate in 
support services like tutoring, or to interact with faculty members outside of class. Engle and 
Tinto (2008) recommended a variety of institutional responses to improve success for low-
income, first-generation students. They identified academic advising as a critical service to assist 
students in persisting and graduating. 
As part of a large-scale survey of undergraduate students at a large, public research 
university in the Midwestern United States, Soria and Stebleton (2012) compared academic 
engagement and retention for first-generation and non-first generation first-year students. 
Consistent with Kuh (2008) and Engle and Tinto (2005), Soria and Stebleton (2012) reported 
that first-generation students were more likely to come from low-income or working class 
families and were more likely to be students of color. Statistical analyses controlled for 
differences between the groups in race and ethnicity, class, and socio-economic status. The 
authors posited that first-generation students lack social capital (Bourdieu, 1986) passed on by 
college-educated parents of non-first-generation students, and, as a result, they are less likely to 
understand the importance of academic engagement to their success in college. Based on their 
findings that first-generation students had lower retention and academic engagement, they 
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proposed that advisors and faculty members could play important roles in coaching first-
generation students about the importance of becoming more academically engaged and about 
how to be successful in college.  
Swecker, Fifolt, and Searby (2013) used multiple logistic regressions to explore the 
relationship between the number of times first-generation students met with academic advisors 
and retention at a four-year, comprehensive, research university. They reported a significant 
relationship (p < .001) between the number of advising meetings and retention, defined as 
reenrollment for the following fall semester and good academic standing. Their findings 
suggested that each advising meeting increased the student’s odds of retention by 13%. They 
found no significant relationships between race, gender, or major and retention for first-
generation students. Their findings highlight the importance of academic advising for retaining 
first-generation students, especially as advisors took time to build relationships with students. 
Multiple advising meetings suggested that advisors are providing more than advice on course 
choices and information about how to register.  
Moving beyond examination of retention and graduation, Young-Jones, Burt, Dixon, and 
Hawthorne (2013) focused on the impact of academic advising on grade point average (GPA) 
and other student factors that lead to success in college. They surveyed undergraduate students 
enrolled in psychology classes at a Midwestern university about their expectations of advising 
and the advising process. The survey also asked students to assess their behavior and attitudes in 
the areas of student responsibility in the advising process, self-efficacy or belief in ability to be 
successful in college, study skills, and perceived support in college. The authors found two 
significant contributors to GPA: student study skills (p < .001) and student self-efficacy  
(p < .05). They further found that meeting with an advisor, student expectations of advisors, and 
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the extent to which advisors met those expectations predicted student self-efficacy (p < .05) and 
student study skills (p < .05). Based on their finding that first-generation students reported lower 
levels of self-efficacy than second-generation students, they suggested that advising may be 
especially important for the success of first-generation students.  
While Young-Jones et al. (2013) focused on GPA, this finding and recommendation 
regarding the critical role of advising for first-generation students is consistent with results and 
suggestions from research on first-generation students and retention by Engle and Tinto (2008), 
Soria and Stebleton (2012), and Swecker et al. (2013). Young-Jones et al. (2013) also 
emphasized the importance of advising for first-year students to help them improve self-efficacy 
in transitioning to college, and for male students who demonstrated a lower level of student 
responsibility for academic success than their female classmates.  
Despite differences in approach and methods, researchers and others who write about 
academic advising share in advocating for the importance of advising in improving student 
success. The importance of advising for retention is widely supported, and empirical research has 
demonstrated a strong relationship between use of advising and student persistence.  
History of Academic Advising 
Throughout most of the history of academic advising in the United States, faculty 
members have been the primary providers of advising for students. Kuhn (2008) outlined the 
history of academic advising in the U. S. and defined three eras of advising.  
Faculty Advising about Everything: The First Advising Era  
The First Advising Era lasted from the founding of Harvard College in 1636 until about 
1870 (Kuhn, 2008). In the earliest days of higher education in the United States, the college 
president and faculty members advised students about all aspects of their lives, both academic 
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and non-academic, including intellectual development, moral development, and extracurricular 
activities (Cook, 2009; Kuhn, 2008). Early colleges focused on providing a classical education to 
students, and the course of study was very similar for all students (Kuhn, 2008).  
Faculty Advising Focused on Courses: The Second Advising Era 
The Second Advising Era began around 1870, prompted in part by the passage of the 
1862 Morrill Land Grant Act, and lasted until about 1970 (Kuhn, 2008). While interest in 
offering training in practical fields such as agriculture, sciences, and engineering grew in the 
mid-1800s, colleges were limited by lack of resources (Thelin, 2011). The Morrill Act provided 
resources to colleges in exchange for establishing programs in “useful arts” (Thelin, 2011, p. 76). 
Expansions in curriculum brought the advent of elective courses. Harvard University President 
Charles Eliot introduced a system of electives in 1872 (Cook, 2009; Kuhn, 2008). The task of 
advising changed as students were able to make choices about courses. Traditionalists who 
advocated for continued classical education expressed the concern that students would make 
unwise choices. Academic advising processes and systems were developed and offered as a 
response to critics of the elective system (Kuhn, 2008). Formal faculty advising systems were 
developed. For example, Harvard University established a faculty Board of Freshman Advisors 
in 1889 to help students choose courses (Cook, 2009). Another early example was the faculty 
advising system established at The Johns Hopkins University in 1876-77 by President Daniel 
Coit Gilman (Cook, 2009; Kuhn, 2008). In 1886, Gilman’s description of the role of a faculty 
advisor stated: 
It is the adviser’s business to listen to difficulties which the student assigned to him may 
bring to his notice; to act as his representative if any collective action is necessary on the 
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part of the board of instruction; to see that every part of his course of studies has received 
the proper attention (Kuhn, 2008, p. 6). 
Faculty members remained the principal providers of advising, and faculty advising remained the 
primary model for academic advising through the 1960s (Cook, 2009).  
Faculty Advisors Joined by Primary-Role Advisors: The Third Advising Era 
The Third Advising Era began in the 1970s and continues into the present (Kuhn, 2008). 
As student populations grew more diverse in the 1970s, changing student needs, together with a 
report from the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1972) recommending that advising 
should be emphasized, provided the impetus for many higher education institutions to reexamine 
advising delivery systems (Cook, 2009). At about the same time, Crookston (1972/2009) and 
O’Banion (1972/2009) published foundational articles arguing that student development should 
be the basis for academic advising (Cook, 2009). Within this environment of change in higher 
education, institutions began to add non-faculty primary-role advisors, especially for advising 
pre-majors and undeclared students (Cook, 2009).  
Expanded use of primary-role advisors. The growth of advising models using primary-
role advisors accelerated after the publication of foundational articles by Crookston (1972/2009) 
and O’Banion (1972/2009). Both articles began to describe the academic advising process within 
the context of student development (Cook, 2009). As administrators strategized about ways to 
serve a changing student population, they began to look to partnerships between academic and 
student affairs to better serve students.  
Crookston (1972/2009) reframed and enlarged the purpose of academic advising. 
Advising traditionally focused on helping the student choose a major and select appropriate 
courses for the desired program of study. Crookston described this approach as prescriptive, with 
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the advisor in a position of authority “prescribing” a course of action which it is then the 
student’s responsibility to follow. He observed that this approach may be attractive to faculty 
advisors, as it supports the faculty member’s authority; is convenient; and can be accomplished, 
if desired, with a minimum of involvement with the student. In contrast, Crookston proposed a 
developmental approach in which advisors and students would work together to define both life 
and academic goals and develop plans to achieve them. In this approach, advising is seen as 
teaching rather than prescribing, and a part of the larger educational endeavor of higher 
education. Crookston’s discussion of advising as teaching focused primarily on faculty advising. 
He did not explicitly advocate for the expansion of advising functions beyond faculty. 
O’Banion (1972/2009) proposed an academic advising model based on five dimensions 
he described as necessary to the advising process: “(1) exploration of life goals, (2) exploration 
of vocational goals, (3) program choice, (4) course choice and (5) scheduling courses” (p. 83). 
He questioned the adoption of faculty-only advising models by community colleges. Instead, he 
suggested that advising might be provided by a variety of personnel at different stages of the 
advising process at both community colleges and four-year institutions. He analyzed the 
advantages and disadvantages of faculty advising versus professional advising, noting that 
professional counselors (advisors) bring the perspective of student development theory to 
interactions with students, may be more knowledgeable about and better able to connect students 
with campus resources, and may be more available to students, especially during the summer. He 
concluded that a team-based approach might be most fruitful. O’Banion recommended that 
professional counselors (advisors) might be best suited to assist students with exploration of life 
and vocational goals, that either professional advisors or faculty advisors could work with 
students on program and course choice, and that paraprofessionals or trained students could help 
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with course scheduling as needed. He summarized his recommendations by stating: “in reality, 
who does advising is probably not as important as the philosophy of the institution that supports 
the academic advising program and the commitment and understanding with which the counselor 
or instructor approaches the process” (O’Banion, 1972/2009, p.85).  
Development of a professional association for advising. Discussion of academic 
advising continued throughout the 1970s. As advising was emphasized in new ways and 
provided by both faculty advisors and an increasing number of primary-role advisors from a 
wide variety of educational backgrounds, interest grew in defining and developing the role of 
advisors of all types. In 1976, public and private universities throughout California held a 
statewide academic advising conference (Cook, 2009). The following year, the first national 
conference on academic advising was held (Cook, 2009).  In 1979, the National Academic 
Advising Association (NACADA) was founded, with over 400 charter members (Cook, 2009). 
Its purpose was: “to promote the quality of Academic Advising in institutions of higher 
education, and to this end, it is dedicated to the support and professional growth of academic 
advising and advisors” (Beatty, 1991, p. 5). The Association was intentionally inclusive in 
welcoming anyone involved or interested in academic advising as members, including “faculty 
members, administrators, academic counselors and advisors, and students” (Grites & Gordon, 
2009, p. 44).  
Defining and developing academic advising. NACADA has led the way in defining and 
developing academic advising. NACADA provides a variety of resources to support primary-role 
and faculty advisors, including annual national and regional conferences, webinars, training 
materials, monographs, publication of a peer-reviewed journal and quarterly e-zine, communities 
of interest to allow those with similar interests and responsibilities to network and share ideas, 
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and a clearinghouse of resources (NACADA, 2019). NACADA developed and promoted a 
common definition: The Concept of Advising, which highlights the centrality of advising to the 
teaching and learning mission of colleges and universities, and addresses “curriculum (what 
advising deals with), pedagogy (how advising does what it does), and student learning outcomes 
(the result of academic advising) (NACADA, 2006, para. 1). A set of core values for advising, 
comprised of caring, commitment, empowerment, inclusivity, integrity, professionalism, and 
respect, was developed to guide academic advisors and institutions (NACADA, 2017b). In 1981, 
NACADA established a partnership with the Council for Advancement of Standards in Higher 
Education (CAS) to develop standards for academic advising programs (Thurmond & Miller, 
2006). The resulting CAS standards were developed in 1986, and subsequently revised in 1997, 
2005, and 2013 (Council for Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, 2018). By 2006, 
Thurmond & Miller observed: “Today it is easy to see that academic advising, as practiced by 
faculty, academic and student affairs professionals, and student peers, integrates the academic 
and student affairs sides of the academy” (para. 5). 
Expansion of scholarship on academic advising. The development of a national 
association provided a focus for scholarship on academic advising. NACADA actively promotes 
research, assessment, and improvement of academic advising. In addition to resources supporting 
professional development for advisors, NACADA provides a published research agenda, and 
research grants to assist those conducting research about advising (NACADA, 2018). NACADA 
research on advising has included partnering with ACT to conduct a series of six national 
surveys from 1979-2004 (Habley & McClanahan, 2004), and conducting an independent national 
survey of academic advising in 2011 (NACADA, 2011). Habley (2009) focused on scholarship 
and research in academic advising from 1980-2009 in his discussion about advising as a field of 
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inquiry. He noted the limitations and criticisms of early advising research, and described the 
efforts of NACADA to encourage and support more robust scholarship 
NACADA’s leadership in research on academic advising has produced data and 
scholarship. However, because the membership of NACADA is predominantly primary-role 
advisors, scholarship has rarely focused on faculty advisors alone. Research has often included 
both primary-role and faculty advisors and has seldom differentiated between the two groups. 
Research on advising has often focused primarily on student satisfaction (Powers, Carlstrom, & 
Hughey, 2014).  
Contemporary Advising Models 
While advising continues to be an important responsibility for most faculty members, 
advising models combining faculty advisors and primary-role advisors have become the norm at 
most colleges and universities (NACADA, 2011). The NACADA National Survey of Academic 
Advising (2011) found that advising roles are held by a variety of higher education personnel. 
Faculty advising continues to be a significant element of advising throughout higher education. 
Faculty members participate in advising at high rates, with full-time faculty members providing 
advising at two-thirds of institutions (NACADA, 2011). However, less than 20% of colleges and 
universities use a faculty-only advising model (NACADA, 2011). A majority of institutions of 
all types use a combination of full-time faculty advisors and full-time primary-role advisors 
(NACADA, 2011). Exceptions are proprietary institutions that use mostly primary-role advisors, 
and private bachelor’s degree institutions that use primarily faculty advisors (NACADA, 2011).  
Institutions are using primary-role advisors in a variety of ways. Most commonly, 
especially at 2-year and public 4-year institutions, primary-role advisors work with undeclared 
students and first- and second-year students (Miller, 2012). Students often transition to faculty 
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advisors when they declare their majors (Miller, 2012). Institutions with faculty advising models 
may also add primary-role advisors to support advising activities in divisions or departments 
(NACADA, 2011).  
Habley (1997) described a set of organizational models for providing academic advising. 
A subset of these models became the basis for the advising models section of the 2011 National 
Survey of Academic Advising (NACADA, 2011). The survey asked respondents to identify the 
advising model(s) that most closely matched advising practice at their institution from the 
following options and definitions:  
• Self-contained: All advising occurs in a center staffed primarily by 
professional advisors or counselors; faculty may also advise in the center. 
• Faculty only: All advising is done by a faculty member, usually in the 
student’s academic discipline. 
• Shared supplementary: Professional staff in a center support advisors 
(usually faculty) by providing resources/training. 
• Shared split: Faculty provide advising in academic discipline, while staff are 
responsible for a subset of students (e.g. undecided, pre-majors). 
• Total intake: All students advised in a center; students may be assigned 
elsewhere later (NACADA, 2011). 
Each model included a significant role for faculty advisors. Survey results showed that no single 
model was used by a majority of institutions (NACADA, 2011). The shared split model was 
most popular, used at nearly 40% of colleges and universities, followed by the self-contained 
model (30%), faculty only (17%), total intake (16%), shared supplementary (14%), and multiple 
models (13%) (NACADA, 2011). 
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Within all models used to deliver advising services, advising loads often varied widely. 
The reported median advising load for faculty advisors was 25, but ranged from an advising load 
of 20 advisees at the 25th percentile to 45 advisees at the 75th percentile (NACADA, 2011). Not 
surprisingly, primary-role advisors, whose job focuses on advising, had much larger advising 
loads, with a median of 296 students (NACADA, 2011). Mandatory advising also affects 
advising loads. Nearly half of institutions responding to the NACADA (2011) National Survey 
of Academic Advising reported mandatory advising for undergraduates, and 70 percent of 
institutions using a faculty advising model reported mandatory advising. Increasing use of 
contingent faculty members, who do not advise at the majority of institutions (NACADA, 2011), 
places more pressure on full-time faculty members in faculty advising models to carry the load 
for advising.  
Advising and Socialization to the Faculty Role 
College and university faculty roles have traditionally included research, teaching, and 
service; however, new Ph.D. graduates often begin academic careers well-prepared for research, 
but with limited preparation for teaching, and with incomplete understandings of the 
expectations for service (Adams, 2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & Dore, 2001). 
Advising is typically included in the service component when faculty members apply for 
promotion and tenure (He & Hutson, 2017; Wallace, 2011). Austin (2002) found that students 
preparing for faculty careers frequently receive “mixed messages” about the relative importance 
of the teaching and service components, and have limited systematic opportunities to help them 
learn about service activities such as advising and committee work.  
Concerns about the narrow focus on research in graduate education led to the 
development and implementation of the Preparing Future Faculty Program (PFF) in 1993. PFF 
41 
 
was a joint project of the Association of American Colleges and Universities and the Council of 
Graduate Schools. Program goals included expanding the focus of graduate education to include 
teaching and service, and incorporating opportunities for students to observe and learn about 
faculty responsibilities in a variety of college and university settings (Gaff, 2002). PFF included 
discussions of advising as a part of the teaching role (Adams, 2002; Gaff, 2002), consistent with 
Crookston’s concept of advising as teaching (Crookston, 1972/2009), but not with the typical 
inclusion of advising within the service component (He & Hutson, 2017; Wallace, 2011).  
Advising Preparation for Faculty Members 
Lack of preparation for advising responsibilities is not only a concern for graduate 
students and doctoral programs. Waters (2002) surveyed faculty advisors at four small- to mid-
sized liberal arts institutions about the types of information they received when learning advising 
responsibilities. She reported that, among the multiple roles faculty members are expected to 
perform, “the role of faculty advisor generally receives the least attention during a faculty 
member’s socialization into an academic institution” (p. 15). Respondents indicated that most of 
the information received focused on organizational policies, procedures, and resources. Advising 
goals were not clearly described, and effective advising was not defined consistently.  
When asked about experiences with advising, faculty members have reported that they 
did not feel well-prepared for advising roles and responsibilities. Karr-Lilienthal, Lazarowicz, 
McGill, and Menke (2013) surveyed faculty advisors in the College of Agricultural Sciences and 
Natural Resources at a public, four-year university in the Midwest. While most respondents 
indicated that they felt confident in providing information about degree requirements, courses, 
and careers, they indicated less confidence in assisting students with involvement and in 
interpersonal aspects of advising. Many faculty advisors reported having no advising training. 
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Faculty advisors reported that they felt they were generally doing a good job, but could do better 
if not juggling advising responsibilities along with teaching and research, and if the institution 
would provide appropriate reward and recognition for advising. Vespia, Freis, and Arrowood 
(2018) discussed a variety of obstacles to quality advising for psychology faculty advisors. They 
identified inadequate training and knowledge, lack of commitment to advising, time constraints 
given the demands of teaching and research, and lack of well-established tools and techniques 
for assessment of advising. The results of these studies support the need for more training, and 
for comprehensive training that goes beyond the basics of curriculum and registration. 
Colleges and universities responding to the 2011 NACADA National Survey (NACADA, 
2011) reported that, while a large majority (71%) offered at least one training session per year 
and over half (56%) offered at least 2 training opportunities, many institutions (60%) offered no 
pre-service training to new advisors, and one in ten institutions provide no training at all. 
Inconsistencies in training may lead to inconsistency in advising quality. Critiques of advising 
often cite concerns that advisors, and advising training, often focus narrowly on the information 
needed for prescriptive advising, as described by Crookston (1972/2009). 
Faculty Members’ Expectations about Advising 
Given limited and inconsistent preparation for advising, it is not surprising that faculty 
members’ expectations about their responsibilities as advisors are also inconsistent. In a study at 
a large, public research-intensive university, Allen and Smith (2008) surveyed all full-time 
faculty members with advising responsibilities regarding their perceptions of the importance of 
an array of advising functions. Approximately 25% completed the survey (N = 737, n = 171). 
The authors found that faculty advisors identified a variety of academic advising functions as 
important for students, but that they did not feel responsible for providing some of the types of 
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advising they thought students might need. Faculty advisors indicated high levels of both 
importance and responsibility for helping students make overall connections between academic, 
career, and life goals, helping students choose courses to further those goals, and referring 
students to academic support resources such as tutoring or disability services. Other types of 
advising faculty members identified as important, but did not feel responsible for, included 
helping students choose courses to meet general education requirements, referrals to 
nonacademic resources such as childcare, helping students understand how college works, and 
providing information about degree requirements outside of the student’s major.  
These faculty members’ responses aligned with Tinto’s (2010) recommendations about 
the importance of helping students understand expectations in the college and university setting, 
and helping students to know how to be successful, even though these faculty advisors did not 
feel responsible for these functions. Faculty members’ advising priorities did not accord with 
White and Schulenberg’s (2012) ideal of advising as a transformative “educational endeavor,” or 
White’s (2015) proposal that advising should engage with students in co-creating a culture of 
learning. Instead, faculty members’ priorities focused on a narrower conception of the 
responsibilities of faculty advisors for course, major, and career advising (Allen & Smith, 2008). 
These findings are consistent with Karr-Lilienthal et al. (2013) in that faculty advisors perceived 
their advising roles as focusing most appropriately on academic information and support, 
especially related to majors, with less emphasis on basic information outside the major. Allen 
and Smith (2008) suggested that these important functions that faculty advisors did not feel high 
levels of responsibility for represent fruitful areas for partnership between faculty members and 
student affairs professionals.  
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Results from the advising module offered as part of the Faculty Survey of Student 
Engagement (FSSE) reflected mismatches between the importance faculty members assigned to 
a range of advising behaviors, and students’ experiences of their advisors’ actions (National 
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), 2014). FSSE is designed to complement NSSE, which 
surveys students. Advising behaviors faculty members ranked as “important” or “very 
important” were: 
• listen closely to concerns and questions; 
• available when needed; 
• provide useful information about courses; 
• inform about important deadlines; 
• help understand academic rules and policies; 
• inform about academic support options (tutoring, study groups, help with writing, 
etc.); 
• help during times of academic difficulties; 
• help get information on special opportunities (study abroad, internships, research 
projects, etc.); and 
• discuss career interests and post-graduation plans (p. 14). 
The percentage of faculty advisors ranking these behaviors as important or very important ranged 
from 78-99%. Students were asked the extent to which their advisors emphasized these behaviors. 
Student responses of “quite a bit” or “very much” ranged from 50-71%. Recommendations for 




Training Faculty Academic Advisors 
Increased emphasis on advising in higher education, coupled with increased diversity in 
positions with advising roles, has produced increased interest in training for advisors. Although 
there is a growing body of research on elements of quality advising, training for faculty advisors 
has not been the focus of extensive research. Training for advisors is often neither systematic nor 
comprehensive. Both primary-role advisors and faculty advisors come to advising roles from a 
variety of academic backgrounds, and formal training is often scant, leaving many advisors to 
learn “on the job” (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2015; Folsom, 2015a; Habley, 2009). Institutional 
interest in improving advising has not always led to institutional investment in training, as 
reflected by the lack of pre-service training for new advisors at 60% of institutions, and the lack 
of any training opportunities at 10% of colleges and universities (NACADA, 2011).  
Research on advisor training often does not differentiate between faculty advisors and 
primary-role advisors, although the training needs and preferences of faculty advisors and 
primary-role advisors differ. For primary-role advisors, advising is their primary job. They may 
be more likely to take advantage of training and professional development opportunities. Faculty 
advisors may struggle with finding time for training, given teaching and research responsibilities 
(Wallace & Wallace, 2010). There may be little incentive to participate in available training 
opportunities, and limited interest from faculty advisors. Nearly half of faculty advisors who 
responded to a faculty advising needs assessment (N = 294, n = 97) at a mid-sized, public, four-
year university indicated that they were aware of available advising training sessions, but few 
(6%) had attended, and most (59%) reported they were not interested in learning more about 
workshops and training (Mueller, 2012). Quality advising is typically not strongly valued within 
the promotion and tenure system (He & Hutson, 2017; Wallace, 2011). 
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Advisor training is often provided by primary-role advisors, as illustrated by training 
program examples spotlighted by NACADA (NACADA, n.d.). Training shaped by the 
perspectives of primary-role advisors may not be well-designed for the needs of faculty advisors. 
Primary-role advisors are more likely to meet with students throughout the semester. Faculty 
members may define advising primarily in terms of registration and course scheduling (Grites, 
2012). For these faculty members, advising may be more episodic, occurring primarily in a few 
weeks leading up to registration periods. Faculty advisors have smaller advising loads than 
primary role advisors (NACADA, 2011). Smaller caseloads, combined with a concentrated focus 
on advising for only a few weeks each semester, mean that faculty advisors often have less 
practice with advising knowledge and competencies than primary-role advisors.  
Few studies have explored faculty advisors’ reflections about and experiences of advisor 
training and the process of learning about advising. Waters (2002) surveyed faculty advisors 
about the types of information they received in learning advising responsibilities, and found 
information received focused on institutions’ policies and procedures, but did not adequately 
address other aspects of advising. Wiseman and Messitt (2010) asked faculty advisors to assess 
the effectiveness of components of an advisor training program, but focused primarily on 
activities and resources used by advisors rather than their reflections and experiences. Hutson 
(2013) reviewed literature and model faculty advisor training and development programs in order 
to make recommendations about how institutions might develop faculty development 
programming for advising training, but did not address faculty advisors’ experiences. Troxel 
(2018) reported results from a focus group on faculty advising (n =4) comprised mainly of 
advising administrators. Participants identified training as an issue, but did not address faculty 
advisor experiences in learning to advise.  
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Another factor in training for faculty advisors is faculty members’ attitudes about 
advising. Some faculty advisors approach advising with enthusiasm, as an important way to 
support and educate students, while others may consider advising a “bothersome add-on 
responsibility” (Wallace, 2011, para. 9). Wiseman and Messitt (2010) reported that faculty 
members may have different understandings of their advising role and responsibilities, but found 
that a systematic and structured training program increased consensus about the advising process 
and quality advising. They surveyed faculty advisors in liberal arts at a large, urban, community 
college who had participated in an extensive, grant-funded faculty advisor training and faculty 
mentor program. The grant funds allowed the college to make significant investments in training 
and mentoring, and to compensate faculty advisors for participation in training. This grant 
allowed the college to address concerns about recognition and reward, as discussed by Karr-
Lilienthal et al. (2013) and Wallace (2011). A significant challenge for grant-funded initiatives is 
sustaining programming once the grant ends. 
Harrison (2009) noted a lack of attention and respect for advising activities among 
faculty advisors and their institutions. She surveyed faculty advisors in a single department at a 
mid-sized, four-year, public, comprehensive university. She found little consensus about 
characteristics of effective advisors beyond being knowledgeable about degree requirements and 
campus resources. Chan et al. (2019) reviewed 34 studies on academic advising for 
undergraduates and found only seven studies that included advisors’ perspectives, primarily self-





Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
For institutions and advising professionals who are interested in improving advising 
through more comprehensive training, NACADA has developed its Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model to guide training and professional development for academic advisors 
(NACADA, 2017a). The competencies included in the model are based on the essential 
components of advising originally described by Habley (1995). Figure 1 shows a graphic 
representation of the model. 
Figure 1  
Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
 
Note. Graphic representation of the model showing the three essential content components for 
quality advising. Adapted from NACADA academic advising core competencies model. (2017a). 
Retrieved from https://www.nacada.ksu.edu/Resources/Pillars/CoreCompetencies.aspx  
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The model is intended for both primary-role and faculty advisors, as well as for advising 
managers and administrators, and identifies three foundational components for advisor training: 
conceptual, informational, and relational content categories. The conceptual component includes 
the role of advising at the institution, core values of advising, theories of advising, advising 
approaches and strategies, expected outcomes of advising, and creating equitable and inclusive 
environments for advising. The informational component includes the institution’s mission, 
values, and culture; curriculum and degree requirements; academic policies; privacy and 
confidentiality considerations; needs of specific student populations; campus and community 
resources to support students; and information technology used at the institution as applicable. 
The relational component focuses on defining a personal philosophy of advising; building 
relationships with advisees; respectful and inclusive communication; planning and conducting 
effective advising appointments; helping students understand the purpose of curriculum; 
facilitating students in solving problems, making decisions, making meaning, planning and 
setting goals; and continuous assessment and improvement of advising practice. 
The importance of the conceptual and relational components was highlighted through the 
findings of a study on strengths-based advising by Soria, Laumer, Morrow, and Marttinen 
(2017). As a specific advising approach and strategy, strengths-based advising demonstrates use 
of the conceptual component. Similarly, strength-based advising relies on respectful and 
inclusive communication and supports students in making meaning—elements of the relational 
component. The authors used a quasi-experimental design to compare pairs of first-year students 
at a large, public, research university. One student in each pair reported having received 
strengths-based advising. Students who had strengths-based conversations with advisors had 
significantly higher engagement (p < .001) and academic self-efficacy (p < .001). These students 
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were 1.5 times more likely to return for their second year (p < .001), and 1.9 times more likely to 
graduate in 4 years (p < .001). The results of this study suggest that advising practices that go 
beyond the informational component, specifically strengths-based advising, can have a variety of 
positive outcomes for students. 
Menke, Stuck, and Ackerson (2018) conducted a Delphi method study with experienced 
advisors, defined as NACADA members who had been working as advisors for at least five 
years, to identify essential competencies needed by beginning advisors. The top three 
competencies identified in the study were interpersonal skills, communication and listening, and 
knowledge of the curriculum. Findings from this study reinforced the importance of relational 
and informational competencies. However, the conceptual component was also represented in 
the final list of competencies, which included knowledge of advising theory, student 
centeredness, and knowing student trends. Participants included relatively few faculty advisors. 
Since NACADA membership is predominantly primary-role advisors, recruiting participants 
from NACADA likely limited participation by faculty advisors. It is possible that a sample 
including greater representation of faculty advisors may have yielded a different list of 
competencies. 
NACADA (2017b) has also defined a set of core values for academic advising. These 
values are intended for use by anyone in any type of higher education institution who provides 
academic advising to students. The core values are defined as respect, professionalism, 
inclusivity, integrity, commitment, empowerment, and caring. Along with the core competencies 
(NACADA, 2017a), the core values provide a foundation for training and professional 




Developmental Model for Mastering Advising Competencies 
A companion resource for training based on Habley’s (1995) essential competencies for 
advising is Folsom’s New Advisor Development Chart (2015b). Folsom’s developmental model 
predated the publication of the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
(NACADA, 2017a), but also focuses on conceptual, informational, and relational competencies. 
Folsom provides a three-year developmental model which identifies and prioritizes the 
competencies new advisors should attempt to master during their first year, and additional skills 
and knowledge to be added as advisors complete years two and three. Folsom’s chart includes 
learning goals related to conceptual, informational, and relational components. She also includes 
a section on advising delivery to assist advisors in assessing the strengths of various means of 
communicating with students in order to mindfully choose appropriate strategies to meet the 
needs of a variety of students in a variety of situations.  
Relevance for the Research 
Colleges and universities face challenges with retention and student success in an era of 
diminishing public funding for and growing public skepticism about the value of higher 
education. Quality academic advising is widely touted as a vital tool for retention. Research on 
advising supports its value. 
While there is little disagreement about the importance of advising, there is little 
consensus about who should provide advising or about advising models (NACADA, 2011). 
Institutional decisions about advising are constrained by type and size of institution, limited 
resources, and, in some cases, faculty contracts. Faculty members have historically provided 
academic advising and continue to serve in advising roles at two-thirds of colleges and 
universities. Available research about advising does not always clearly describe the advising 
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model(s) used at the institution or the advising personnel who participated in the study. To the 
extent that some larger studies have surveyed NACADA members, faculty advisors are likely to 
be underrepresented, as the majority of NACADA members are primary-role advisors. 
Assessment of advising has often focused primarily on student satisfaction (Powers, Carlstrom, 
& Hughey, 2014).  
There is a growing body of research on elements of quality advising. NACADA offers 
resources for training and has developed Academic Advising Core Values (2017b), and an 
Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a). Training and professional development 
are important elements in delivering quality advising. However, training at many institutions 
consists of one or two brief training sessions per year (NACADA, 2011), and sessions are often 
not well-attended.  
Despite the importance of faculty advisors at most institutions, training for faculty 
advisors has not been the focus of extensive research. Research on advisor training frequently 
does not distinguish between faculty advisors and primary-role advisors, even though their 
training needs and priorities are likely to differ based on the demands of their positions, and the 
perceived benefits of participation. Little is known about the experiences of faculty advisors in 
learning what they need to know to effectively advise students and their understandings and 
reflections about how they developed their approaches to advising and advising style. 
This qualitative study used the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
(2017a) as a framework to explore the experiences of faculty advisors in developing academic 
advising knowledge and competencies. The model includes three core competencies: conceptual, 
informational, and relational. Using the three content components of the model broadened the 
focus of the study beyond advisor experiences in learning basic information about major and 
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degree requirements, grading policies, registration processes, and academic support resources. 
These topics represent the advising functions faculty advisors identified as important, and that 
they felt responsible for providing (Allen & Smith, 2008). Consideration of the conceptual and 
relational components allowed exploration of faculty advisors’ development of advising 
approaches, priorities, and advising relationships with students.  
Summary 
The growing research literature on academic advising has primarily focused on retention 
and student success, or on student satisfaction with advising. Training for advisors, while 
acknowledged as critical to effective advising, has been the subject of limited research. Much of 
the research has not differentiated between training for faculty advisors and training for primary-
role advisors. These groups may have different priorities and needs. This study explored the 
reflections and experiences of faculty advisors who advise undergraduate students in learning 
advising competencies, approaches, and roles.  
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Chapter Three – Methods 
This research project used an interpretive qualitative design to explore faculty advisors’ 
reflections about and experiences in learning advising competencies and approaches. Advising 
competencies and approaches were framed within the NACADA Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a). The model describes three foundational components: 
conceptual, informational, and relational. These components include the traditional emphasis of 
advising on course selection, registration, and graduation requirements within the informational 
component, and expand the focus to include advising theories, goals, approaches, and strategies 
within the conceptual component, and building relationships with students and developing a 
personal advising philosophy in the relational component (NACADA, 2017a). The project 
focused on faculty who advise undergraduate students. 
The research questions were: 
1. What are experiences of faculty members who advise undergraduate students in 
learning advising competencies and approaches for: 
a. the informational component; 
b. the conceptual component; and 
c. the relational component 
2. What are the interpretations and reflections of faculty advisors about how they 
developed advising techniques and approaches that are effective in working with 
students? 
This chapter includes descriptions of the research design, research site, participant 
population and selection of participants, data collection methods, data analysis, data and study 
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quality, positionality, and procedures and timeline. Discussion of the Institutional Review Board 
approval process used to ensure safety and respectful treatment of participants is also included. 
Research Design 
Research on advising has rarely focused on faculty advisors alone, often including both 
faculty advisors and primary-role advisors, and seldom differentiating between the two groups. 
Researchers studying advisors have frequently recruited participants from NACADA members 
or conference attendees (e.g. Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2015; Menke, Stuck, & Anderson, 2018; 
Troxel, 2018). Consequently, primary-role advisors are often over-represented, as in a study 
conducted by Aiken-Wisniewski, Johnson, Larson, and Barkemeyer (2015) on advisors’ 
descriptions of the occupation of advising and their understandings of advising as a profession. 
Participants were recruited from attendees at a NACADA conference, and approximately 70% 
were primary-role advisors (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2015).  
For researchers seeking to study advising more generally, several logistical challenges 
complicate participant identification and recruitment. For example, organizational structures to 
provide advising vary widely. Campuses may house advising in academic affairs, student affairs, 
or both. Advising functions may also be housed in colleges or departments. Positions that include 
advising responsibilities have a wide range of titles, not only between institutions, but sometimes 
within campuses. Identifying faculty advisors may be complicated by differences between 
campuses in which faculty members have assigned advising responsibilities. New faculty 
members may not be assigned advisees in their first year or semester. Non-tenure track faculty 
members may or may not advise. Contingent faculty members do not advise on most campuses 
(NACADA, 2011). Faculty advisors who consider advising as a minor part of their 
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responsibilities may be less likely to volunteer to discuss their experiences with and reflections 
about advising.  
Little research has focused on faculty members’ perspectives about the process of 
becoming academic advisors. Improved knowledge about faculty advisors’ experiences, 
reflections on experiences, and interpretations can potentially be used to help identify more 
effective ways to support faculty members in their advising roles and responsibilities, and in 
their development of advising knowledge and skills to better serve students. The goal of this 
study was to explore, describe, and analyze faculty advisors’ experiences, reflections, and 
interpretations. Description is one of three possible outcomes of qualitative research (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2015). Brinkmann and Kvale (2015) also discussed the descriptive and “explorative” 
nature of qualitative interview research (pp. 132-133). The focus of the research questions on 
experiences, understandings, and reflections suggested that a qualitative design was well-suited 
for this project. A qualitative design focuses on “(1) how people interpret their experiences, (2) 
how they construct their world, and (3) what meaning they attribute to their experiences” 
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 24). Punch and Oancea (2014) observed that “design needs to 
follow from questions, and fit in with the data” (p. 144). This study used an interpretive 
qualitative design (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), and moved beyond simple description to synthesis 
and interpretation of faculty advisors’ perspectives, consistent with Punch and Oancea’s (2014) 
description of qualitative analysis as “a process of continuous search for patterns and explication 
of their meanings, through progressive focusing, reflexive iteration, and grounded interpretation” 
(p. 219). Corbin & Strauss (2015) also highlighted the role of interpretation in analysis of 
qualitative data, stating “interpreting means assigning meaning to raw data in the form of 
concepts” (p. 66). 
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I collected data through semi-structured one-on-one interviews. Intensive interviews, as 
described by Charmaz (2014), provided a means to obtain detailed and rich descriptions of 
participants’ experiences and reflections. Through interviews, participants discussed their 
experiences in their own words, and were encouraged to reflect on the experiences and the 
processes that shaped their advising practices. Semi-structured interviews allowed for expression 
and discovery of diverse viewpoints and the emergence of ideas beyond my initial schemas that 
shaped the interview guide. In responding to open-ended questions, participants discussed their 
interpretations and constructions, and the meanings they attributed to their experiences.  
Research Site 
I conducted the study at the main campus of a mid-sized, public, four-year 
comprehensive university in the Midwest. “State University” is classified by the Carnegie 
Classification system as a Master’s-granting institution. The university’s main campus is located 
in a small city and is one of the city’s largest employers. Approximately 90% of students attend 
classes at the main campus. Nearly 85% of students are under 25 years of age, and about 40% are 
first-generation students. Most first-year students live on campus. Students who live off-campus 
typically live within one mile of the university. Undergraduates comprise 90% of the total 
enrollment.  
The university uses a faculty advising model for all students with declared majors, with 
mandatory advising for all undergraduate students each semester. Tenured and tenure track 
faculty members provide most academic advising. Full-time, non-tenure track faculty members 
advise in some departments. Newly hired faculty members may not assume advising duties until 
their second or third semester, and often begin with limited advising loads, especially in 
departments with large numbers of majors. For example, new faculty advisors in the nursing 
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department begin with 5-10 advisees. Experienced nursing advisors often have 60-70 advisees. 
Adjunct faculty members do not advise. Advising loads vary widely. Approximately 90% of 
faculty advisors have more than 10 advisees, and 20% have more than 60 advisees (Mueller, 
2012). 
The largest areas of study are nursing, education, and business. Several majors in these 
and other departments require that students complete prerequisite courses and meet specific 
conditions for admission to upper-division study. Applications to some majors are quite 
competitive. For many faculty members, advising students in majors requiring competitive 
applications heightens the importance of providing accurate and consistent information.  
All full-time university personnel are assigned to collective bargaining units, and union 
contracts identify areas of responsibility for each unit. The faculty union contract specifies that 
faculty advisors will provide “academic discipline related advising, academic discipline progress 
advising, academic discipline degree completion advising and requirements for majors, minors 
and graduation in an academic discipline advising” (IFO Master Agreement, 2019-2021, p. 128). 
This agreement limits primary-role advisors to “non-academic discipline advising, transfer 
advising, and interpretation and application of established policy and procedure in advising” 
(IFO Master Agreement, 2019-2021, p. 128). As a result, primary-role advisors serve limited 
groups of students, often in conjunction with faculty advisors. Undeclared students are advised 
by primary-role advisors within a student success center that also provides career services, 
tutoring, and services for students with disabilities. Within the last three to eight years, the 
Colleges of Education, Business, and Science and Engineering, along with the Department of 
Nursing, have added primary-role advisors who provide training and advising resources to 
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faculty advisors in their colleges, and answer advising questions for faculty advisors and 
students. 
Participants 
The population for the study was faculty advisors for undergraduate students. I selected 
participants purposefully (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) based on college affiliation within the 
university, and length of employment, as a proxy for length of advising experience.  
Participant selection. I initially selected full-time tenured and tenure track faculty 
members with five to ten years of employment. Newly hired faculty members may not begin 
advising in their first semester, and sometimes not in their first year. Faculty members with at 
least five years of service had at least four years of advising experience. Folsom’s (2015b) 
developmental framework for new advisors suggests that a minimum of three years of advising 
experience is needed to master essential advising competencies. Faculty members with more 
years of experience will have earned tenure, and potentially been able to devote more attention to 
advising responsibilities. The five- to ten-year range was based on choosing advisors with a 
similar range of experience beyond their first year of advising, allowing them the opportunity to 
develop their personal advising routines and styles. At the same time, these advisors’ initiation to 
advising was relatively recent, increasing the likelihood that they recalled how they learned 
about department and university requirements, university policies, and other information needed 
for advising, how their advising skills and approached developed, and that they were able to 
describe their interpretations of and experiences with the learning process.  
After conducting four interviews, I revised the eligibility criteria for recruiting and 
selecting participants to include advisors with four years of experience at the university. 
Participants in my early interviews related that they had begun advising in their first semester. 
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Based on these interviews, I believed that including faculty members with four years of 
employment would have had enough advising experience to potentially master advising 
competencies. In addition, all participants in my early interviews had nine or ten years of 
experience, and I hoped to encourage participation by newer advisors. I had not been successful 
in recruiting the number of participants I hoped for, and believed that expanding the list of 
potential participants could help in recruiting additional faculty advisors for the study.  
I selected participants from the College of Liberal Arts and non-nursing departments in 
the College of Nursing and Health Sciences who do not have additional advising support from 
primary-role advisors. I included participants who advise for majors with admissions 
requirements and processes as well as advisors for majors without specific admissions processes. 
I believed that the addition of specific admissions processes and requirements could heighten the 
priority of mastering the informational component for faculty advisors in these majors. I 
excluded faculty advisors from the Department of Nursing to avoid possible conflicts of interest. 
I used publicly available employment information to identify tenured and tenure track 
faculty members who had been employed at the university for five to ten years, and reviewed the 
list again to identify faculty members with four years of experience after expanding my 
eligibility criteria.  
Participant recruitment. All faculty advisors who met the selection criteria were 
contacted by email. Emails inviting selected advisors’ participation included information about 
the study’s purpose and anticipated time commitment (see Appendix A). Emails invited potential 
participants to contact me with any questions. I sent recruitment emails to potential participants 
from several different departments, including some departments with admissions processes. I 
hoped to include 10-12 faculty advisors as participants. I sent two recruitment emails late in fall 
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semester. These emails yielded five volunteers for interviews, prompting me to review and revise 
my eligibility criteria and recruitment strategies.  
At the time that I expanded my eligibility criteria to include faculty members with four 
years of experience, I also added snowball sampling (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) to my selection 
and recruitment methods. Snowball sampling involves asking participants and informants to 
suggest possible additional participants, and to encourage potential participants to consider 
volunteering for the study or to contact me for additional information. I consulted with contacts 
within several departments in the College of Liberal Arts and in Advising Services to identify 
faculty advisors who meet the selection criteria. Several of these informants serve with me on a 
university-wide committee charged with improving advising quality and consistency. After 
identifying several addition potential participants, I sent an additional recruitment email. I was 
successful in recruiting a total of eight participants, described in Table 1. Snowball sampling 
produced one unexpected participant. A faculty member who was also an administrator 
volunteered to be part of my study. After beginning my interview with her, I discovered she had 
advising and teaching experience beyond the upper range of my eligibility criterion. Since we 
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Jean Health, Exercise, 
& Rehabilitative 
Sciences (HERS) 
10 years 10 years 41 - 50 Teaching only/ public 
4-year  
She, her, hers White 
Nan HERS 9 years 9 years 41 - 50 None She, her, hers White 
Maddie Social Work 9 years 9 years 41 - 50 Teaching only/ public 
and private 4-year  
She, her, hers White 




19 years 19 years No 
assigned 
advisees  
Teaching only/ public 
4-year  
She, her, hers White 
Bill Sociology 9 years 5 years 31 – 40 Teaching only/ public 
and private 4-year 
He, him, his White 
Claudia Psychology 4 years 4 years 41 – 50 Teaching only/ public 
4-year 
She, her, hers White 
Kathryn Social Work 7 years 10 years 41 - 50 Teaching and undergrad 
advising/public 4-year 




Data Collection  
Data collection for this study took place from November 2019 – February 2020. I used 
individual, face-to-face interviews to collect data for this project. I began each interview with 
discussion and completion of informed consent documents (see Appendix B), including 
description of procedures to maintain the confidentiality of information shared. I invited 
participants to ask questions about the study. I informed them of their right to terminate 
participation at any time. I asked participants to give permission for audiotaping and 
transcription of interviews (see Appendix C). 
Once participants gave permission, I began audiotaping. I started each interview by 
asking a brief set of demographic questions to collect basic information, including preferred 
gender pronouns, race/ethnicity, department affiliation, years of service at the university, years of 
advising experience, advising experience at other institutions and/or other types of institutions, 
and number of assigned advisees. I conducted interviews using a semi-structured interview 
format, based on an interview guide (see Appendix D). The interview guide included eight key 
questions with possible follow-up prompts and shows their relationship to the research questions 
and advising core components. Questions addressed the experiences of faculty advisors in 
learning what they need to know to advise students and their reflections about how they 
developed their approaches to advising and advising style. I crafted questions to address 
informational, conceptual, and relational academic advising core components (NACADA, 
2017a), as well as experiences with and reflections about advising training.  
After drafting the interview guide, I conducted pilot interviews with two faculty advisors 
within the Nursing department. At the end of each pilot interview, I asked participants for 
feedback about whether they found the questions understandable, and appropriately sequenced. 
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Based on my experience with the pilot interviews and the pilot participants’ feedback, I was 
satisfied with the questions and their order. Pilot interviews also allowed me to practice my 
interviewing skills prior to data collection. I used paraphrasing and summarizing as needed 
during the interviews to help ensure that I understand the experiences and meanings described by 
participants.  
Interview duration was approximately 60-75 minutes. I conducted interviews in private 
spaces comfortable for participants. Most participants chose to be interviewed in their offices. 
Two participants preferred to meet in my office. I audiotaped all interviews using a digital 
recorder. I did not take notes in order to focus more completely on the participants’ responses. I 
shared interview transcripts with participants, and invited them to review transcripts for accuracy 
and completeness. I made corrections and clarifications based on the feedback I received. 
I used NVivo transcription service to transcribe interview recordings as soon as possible 
following each interview. I reviewed interview transcripts for accuracy and made corrections as 
needed. I wrote field memos immediately after each interview to capture my reflections about 
the interviews and the interview process. I reflected on my reactions within each interview, and 
particularly noted unexpected or surprising responses, and suggestions for directions for later 
interviews. I noted possible categories and themes that emerged through each interview. I 
continued writing memos throughout the process of coding interviews to capture ideas and 
reflections that informed the analysis of the interview data.  
Analysis 
My plan for analysis was primarily based on Saldaña’s (2016) description of the coding 
process. The coding process includes first-cycle coding, first-to-second cycle methods, and 
second-cycle coding designed to help the researcher move from codes to categories to themes to 
65 
 
assertions (Saldaña, 2016). Coding is intended to “represent and capture a datum’s primary 
content and essence” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 4). Coding provides a means to describe “people’s ‘five 
Rs’: routines, rituals, rules, roles, and relationships” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 6). First cycle coding 
methods are used for initial coding to identify words and phrases that convey concepts and 
meanings. Saldaña (2016) suggests that “depending on the nature and goals of your study, you 
may find that one coding method alone will suffice, or that two or more are needed to capture the 
complex processes or phenomena in your data” (p. 69). Once initial codes have been identified, 
transitional activities, such as Saldaña’s (2016) code mapping and Theming the Data methods, 
can set the stage for the greater synthesis embodied in second cycle coding. The goal of second 
cycle coding is to move from codes to categories, themes, and assertions (Saldaña, 2016, p. 234).  
I began analyzing data from interviews as soon as the first interview was conducted and 
transcribed. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) stress the importance of simultaneously collecting and 
analyzing data in qualitative research. Saldaña (2016) discusses coding during and after data 
collection. 
I made constant comparisons throughout data analysis. The constant comparative method 
is defined as “the analytic process of comparing different pieces of data against each other for 
similarities and differences” (Corbin & Strauss, 2015, p. 85). While constant comparison 
originated in grounded theory, Charmaz (2014) argues that constant comparative methods and 
other grounded theory tools can complement other qualitative approaches (p. 16).  
I started noting ideas through memos written at the end of each interview, in the process 
of reviewing interview transcriptions, and in the project journal. Both Charmaz (2014) and 
Saldaña (2016) discuss the importance of using memo-writing to reflect on data, codes, the 
meanings participants make from their experiences, and emerging categories and themes. I 
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allowed time between scheduled interviews for transcription and initial review and coding. I used 
NVivo qualitative data analysis software to manage and analyze data, including entry of codes, 
sorting and filtering to assist in grouping similar ideas, and identification of divergent ideas, 
which prompted additional questions in subsequent interviews. 
Analysis was conducted using a five-step process: 
1. I used attribute coding to capture and record demographic information about 
participants; date, time, and place of interview; and type of data (interview, 
memo, or project journal entry) (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 83-86). 
2. I used first cycle coding methods to identify main ideas, common language, and 
concepts that seemed to describe important features of participants’ experiences 
and reflections. Preliminary choices of first cycle coding methods are based on 
the nature of the research questions (Saldaña, 2016). Research questions for this 
project emphasized exploration of faculty advisors’ experiences and reflections, 
and suggested a preliminary focus on their interpretations and the meanings they 
attributed to their learning processes. I developed preliminary labels for important 
ideas. I identified words, phrases, or paragraphs, and noted initial codes. I noted 
the ideas that emerged through each review. These ideas were used to develop 
additional questions and directions for subsequent interviews. 
a. I used process coding focusing on framing participants’ responses in terms 
of actions using gerunds, as described by Saldaña (2016, pp. 110-115) and 
Charmaz (2014, pp. 120-124) for initial analysis of interview transcripts.  
b. Next, I reviewed and coded interviews again with In Vivo coding 
(Saldaña, 2016, pp. 105-110) to capture participants’ language and 
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expressions. The words that participants choose in describing their 
experiences and reflections can reflect the meanings they have 
constructed. Using participants’ language increased the richness of 
description. 
3. I began to develop categories from the codes that emerged through Process and In 
Vivo coding. I used a constant comparative approach to identify possible patterns 
in the data by examining data for similarities and differences, grouping similar 
data, and developing categories that describe these groupings (Merriam & Tisdell, 
2016). My analysis at this stage was informed by focused coding (Charmaz, 2014) 
to begin to identify patterns and categories. Analysis emphasized induction in 
moving from specific statements and ideas to more general categories. Merriam & 
Tisdell (2016) describe categories as “abstractions derived from the data, not the 
data themselves” (p. 207). All category labels were tentative, and many evolved 
as additional interviews were reviewed and coded.  
4. I reviewed codes and categories to begin to develop themes. I use first-to-second 
cycle methods to continue the inductive process (Saldaña, 2016). I examined data 
for repeated ideas and categories that addressed the research questions and began 
to group them into descriptive statements that communicated the meanings 
expressed by participants.  
a. I used the Theming the Data method (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 198-204). 
Saldaña (2016) describes this method as “labeling and thus analyzing 
portions of data with an extended thematic statement rather than a shorter 
code” (pp. 198-199).  
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b. I used code mapping (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 218-222). Code mapping 
involves listing all codes, grouping them into initial categories, and finally 
grouping the initial categories into a smaller number of broader categories. 
5. Finally, I used Pattern coding, a second cycle coding method (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 
236-244), to further identify a small number of themes that described and 
summarized the data, and addressed the research questions for the project.  
While I presented analysis as a linear process, I recognized that the analytic process was 
dynamic, and that as I worked with the data, I sometimes needed to return to earlier steps to 
examine data with different perspectives and possibly with other coding methods. Saldaña 
(2016) suggests flexibility in coding, stating “be willing to change your method(s) if your initial 
choice(s) is not working” (p. 76). 
Data and Study Quality 
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) discuss study quality in qualitative research in terms of 
consistency, credibility, and transferability, and suggest a set of strategies to promote these 
considerations of quality (p. 259). I used selected strategies as follows: 
• Maximum variation—including advisors for majors with admissions processes vs. 
no admissions processes, and advisors with varying years of advising experience. 
This strategy provided a means to include a variety of viewpoints, including 
perspectives that may not easily fit into emerging categories, and thus, provided 
the impetus for more thorough and thoughtful analysis. It can also increase 
transferability by lessening potential limitations on applicability of findings when 
participants are recruited from a relatively homogeneous group. Study participants 
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included advisors with varying years of advising experience, and represented 
several different departments.  Three participants represented departments 
requiring students to apply for admission to the major after completing 
prerequisite courses and achieving a required GPA. In addition, one participant 
had worked as a primary-role advisor at another institution before taking a faculty 
position at State University. Another had experience both as a faculty member, 
and as an administrator. Six out of eight participants described professional work 
experience prior to becoming faculty members.  
• Member checking to increase credibility—sharing preliminary interpretations 
with participants to ask if my understandings made sense to them, and to 
minimize the possibility that I misunderstood or misconstrued participant 
statements. I began the process of member checking by sharing interview 
transcripts with participants so that they could review them for accuracy and 
completeness. I used participant feedback to make corrections and note 
clarifications. I was unable to proceed to the second step of sharing preliminary 
interpretations with participants due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and the campus-
wide demands of unexpectedly and quickly shifting both advising and instruction 
online.  
• Peer review to increase credibility—consulting with an advising content expert, 
and including discussions with primary-role advisors assigned to other colleges 
about their observations of faculty members’ advising experiences in their 
colleges. I shared information about my study and findings with advising 
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colleagues and content expert. I used peer review to broaden my perspectives 
about emerging categories and themes, to discuss my developing interpretations 
of data, and to identify, challenge, and examine any preconceptions I brought to 
the project.  
• Audit trail to enhance credibility and transferability—critical self-reflection 
through preparation of field memos after each interview, and documentation of 
the project through a project journal detailing observations, questions, methods, 
and decisions and analytic progress. I maintained a project journal to record 
details about the project, so that its applicability in other contexts can be more 
easily assessed. I wrote memos after each interview and throughout the initial 
analysis process. I used memos to capture my thoughts and reflections about what 
participants shared with me, and my thoughts about how the interviews had gone, 
and my role as the interviewer.  I also wrote memos as I coded interviews to 
explore the themes and patterns that began to emerge. Writing memos helped me 
to continue to question my assumptions and to document my thinking and 
analytical processes. 
• Rich, thick description (Geertz, 1973)—including enough description and context 
so that readers can determine whether findings may be transferable to other 
situations. I described characteristics of participants, and used their own words in 
describing my findings and conclusions. 





I have a professional interest in learning more about faculty members’ experiences in 
learning about advising. My current position was created to provide advising support to a large 
academic department that requires selective, competitive admissions for the upper division 
major. The selective admissions process makes advising an important priority. Faculty advisors 
in my department have large caseloads of first- and second-year students who have not yet been 
admitted to the major, and relatively small numbers of advisees within the major. My experience 
has included developing training for new faculty advisors in my department, and I regularly 
provide consultation for both new and experienced faculty advisors. I have frequently heard from 
experienced faculty members that they received little systematic guidance as new advisors 
beyond a copy of the course catalog and a list of advisees, and perhaps advice and tips, or 
informal mentoring from colleagues. I have heard similar concerns from faculty members in 
other departments, especially in serving on an all-university committee charged with examining 
ways to improve advising. I also participate in a work group comprised of primary-role advisors 
who primarily serve undeclared students and special populations such as TRiO participants and 
adult learners. My observations and experiences have been consistent with the research I have 
reviewed.  
While positionality and insider/outsider issues are particular concerns in the relationship 
between researchers and participants for critical research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), given the 
importance of the researcher in collecting data in qualitative research, these concerns extend to 
other qualitative research designs. I was an insider since I interviewed faculty members at the 
institution where I work. I was also an outsider in several respects. I do not work in the same 
department as proposed participants. I do not hold a teaching appointment, so have not had the 
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experience of full-time faculty work with its challenges of balancing teaching, research, and 
service. More than half of my professional experience has been outside of higher education so 
that I view systems and processes through the lenses of both higher education and non-profit 
social service agencies. My higher education career has been in student services, and has been 
divided between two-year and four-year institutions.  
In considering positionality, I identified several areas of personal characteristics and 
background that may have potentially affected my interactions with participants and my analysis 
and interpretation of data. My personal experience as an undergraduate was at a small, private, 
liberal arts college that emphasized teaching and service more strongly than research. I had many 
opportunities for interaction with faculty members and enjoyed small class sizes. I had regular 
and frequent interactions with my academic advisor, so that my assumptions about quality 
advising may be colored by my experiences in a much smaller institution. My plan to interview 
faculty advisors with five to ten years of employment means that I was older than most study 
participants, and that there may have been generational differences in work and personal style. 
As a woman working in working in a department with all women faculty advisors, I needed to 
consider my biases and differences in communication styles when interviewing male faculty 
members. Seven out of eight study participants were women. I noted that I was less relaxed 
during my conversation with the only male participant.  However, he willingly discussed his 
experiences, which were similar to those of the women I interviewed. I anticipated that my own 
assumptions about the importance of advising might not match the priority assigned to advising 
by faculty advisors, especially in majors that do not have rigorous admission requirements and 
processes. However, many participants offered unprompted statements about enjoying advising 
and believing that it is important for students. I brought language and assumptions to interactions 
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based on my academic background in social science and education. Most participants came from 
similar academic traditions. In particular, I noted that my background in social science provided 
common language when interviewing faculty members from the Social Work, Psychology, and 
Sociology departments. My current work in the Nursing department provided common ground 
for my interviews with faculty members from healthcare-related departments. I was alert to 
possible defensiveness on my part due to past experiences with dismissive faculty attitudes 
toward administrative and service faculty and toward advising by primary-role advisors. 
However, I experienced no defensiveness. Study participants seemed genuinely interested in 
improving advising and willingly discussed their viewpoints and experiences.  
Corbin and Strauss (2015) discuss “perspectives, biases, and assumptions” that 
researchers bring to their studies (pp. 46-48). They suggest using a research journal, and 
regularly and systematically reflecting on reactions to participants and their responses during 
interviews as a way to increase self-awareness and to critically think about how one’s biases and 
assumptions may influence the research process. I used both field memos and a project journal to 
reflect on interviews, and to critically examine how my assumptions and biases may have 
influenced my interactions with and responses to participants.  
Human Subject Approval—Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
The study was submitted for review to the St. Cloud State University Institutional Review 
Board (IRB). Materials submitted included the IRB protocol application, including proposed 
processes to ensure confidentiality of data collected, and supporting documents, including the 
recruitment email (Appendix A), informed consent instrument (Appendix B), release form for 
audio recording (Appendix C), and an interview guide used in data collection (Appendix D). The 
IRB approval letter is included as Appendix E. As participants were faculty members at State 
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University, I contacted the IRB for that campus and provided a copy of the approval letter and 
protocol for their records. 
I submitted a request for protocol revision to the St. Cloud State University IRB in order 
to modify participant eligibility criteria and recruitment methods. This revision required 
modification of the recruitment email (Appendix F) and informed consent instrument  
(Appendix G). The IRB approval for the modification is included as Appendix H. The approval 
letter for the modification was also provided to the IRB at State University. 
Summary 
This chapter provides a description of methods proposed for a qualitative study exploring 
and describing the experiences and reflections of faculty advisors in learning advising 
competencies and approaches. Research questions are framed in terms of the NACADA 
Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a). The study site will be a 
medium-sized, four-year, public university with a faculty advising mode. Purposive selection 
will be used to identify participants. I will collect data through semi-structured, intensive, one-
on-one interviews with faculty advisors with five to ten years of employment at the university. I 
code interview transcriptions using methods described by Saldaña (2016). I will use NVivo 
qualitative analysis software to manage and analyze data. I will also write field memos to 
develop and capture ideas, reflect on my reactions and the potential influence of my assumptions 
and biases. I will keep a project journal to document steps and progress in conducting the study. 




Chapter Four - Results 
Quality academic advising benefits both students and institutions of higher education 
through increased retention and graduation rates (e.g. Habley & McClanahan, 2004; Leonhardt 
& Chinoy, 2019). While colleges and universities use a variety of models to provide academic 
advising, faculty advisors play a central role in advising at most institutions (NACADA, 2011). 
Faculty members are trained in their disciplines, but typically receive minimal preparation for 
advising as part of their graduate education (Adams, 2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & 
Dore, 2001), and often receive little systematic training about advising when hired for faculty 
positions (NACADA, 2011).  
This study was designed to explore the experiences of faculty advisors in developing 
academic advising knowledge and competencies. The three content components of the 
NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a) provided the conceptual 
framework for the study. The three content components are informational, conceptual, and 
relational. Briefly, the informational component is “knowledge academic advisors must master;” 
the conceptual component is “concepts academic advisors must understand;” and the relational 
component is “skills academic advisors must demonstrate” (NACADA, 2017a). 
The research questions addressed were: 
1. What are experiences of faculty members who advise undergraduate students in 
learning advising competencies and approaches for: 
a. the informational component; 
b. the conceptual component; and 
c. the relational component 
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2. What are the interpretations and reflections of faculty advisors about how they 
developed advising techniques and approaches that are effective in working with 
students? 
This chapter presents the research findings related to each question using the themes that 
emerged from analysis of participants’ reflections about advising and their development of 
advising competencies. Primary themes identified in exploring research question one are 
“figuring it all out” for the informational component, “tools of the trade” for the conceptual 
component, and “building relationships” for the relational component.  These themes and several 
subthemes are discussed. Faculty advisors’ reflections about developing effective advising 
approaches were analyzed to address research question two. Four themes are described: 
“personal experiences as advisees,” “learning by doing,” “holding students accountable,” and 
“helping students make transitions.” Following discussion of the research questions, I will 
describe and explore several overall patterns that bridge multiple components of the core 
competencies. The chapter will conclude with a summary. 
Beginning with Information and “Figuring It All Out” 
Research question one explored faculty members’ experiences in learning each of the 
components of the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 
2017a). The primary theme that emerged regarding learning the informational component was 
“figuring it all out.” Participants described a variety of ways that they had acquired the 
information they needed to be able to advise students. They discussed three main ways they had 
mastered information for advising. These sub-themes are characterized as: “learning on my 
own;” “learning from others,” and “getting organized.”  
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Participants’ descriptions of their experiences in learning the informational component 
were similar and generally straightforward. Advisors identified information as the easiest 
component to learn, although it was time consuming. Study participants used skills and 
techniques they already possessed for this learning. Faculty members knew how to assimilate 
information based on their own educations and their current scholarship in their disciplines. They 
knew how to read and make sense of information, although sometimes they needed to study 
information in unfamiliar formats, such as degree audits.  
Learning on My Own 
Participants described studying the catalog and major requirements independently as 
ways to learn important information. Claudia discussed studying the catalog on her own: 
More just kind of getting to know informally, getting to know what the requirements are, 
getting to know, you know, studying the catalog, making that a favorite link on my, you 
know, on my Google Chrome. Yeah. So just kind of studying up a little bit. 
Kathryn also talked about the importance of learning and understanding the catalog: 
And just, you know, even understanding like, what is a catalog and what are different 
catalog years and why does that matter and what's your program and what is the, oh, 
you're in this catalog and not that catalog. Well, that means you don't have to take this 
prerequisite. Like understanding all of that took me a long time to grasp and then 
realizing why, you know, there's definitely a skill to it.  
Kathryn went on to describe making it a priority to learn how to use degree audits (DARS), and 
figuring them out on her own: 
I just remember sitting down with like this pile of DARS, the equivalent of DARS, 
whatever they're called. You know, I have to figure these things out. But I did. Like I had 
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to. I just remember thinking, I have to understand this because I didn't really understand 
how to read them. They didn't really, nobody ever taught you how to do it. And just like 
understanding concepts of what is a prerequisite and what are, you know, I mean, all of 
these things like how do you, how does it, how is it reflected in this document and what 
do these different codes mean, and it felt like a different foreign language. And I took a 
stack of them home one weekend and just like spent a weekend really studying them. 
And it was really helpful that I that I kind of dug into it and made sense of it for myself. 
Mastering information about requirements gave faculty advisors confidence in meeting 
with students and enhanced their feelings of competence as advisors. Jean explicitly described 
advising information as “quick to learn.” She detailed some of the kinds of information she 
identified as important and urgent, and contrasted her current facility with the curriculum and 
other requirements with her uncertainty when she began: 
I know what they needed to take now. That’s number one. I didn’t know what they 
needed to take back then. I know the curriculum inside and out, I can spew it out at any 
second. I understand the order of classes, I understand prereqs. I mean, that just comes. 
That was quick to learn. 
Maddie also described gaining confidence in her knowledge of information and requirements, 
and how her comfort with basic information allowed her to focus on personal development with 
her students: 
So I think probably more now, I'm thinking about building, you know helping them build 
as humans. And they're all things that will help them no matter what they do right after 
they leave here. But I probably think about that more than I did nine years ago.  
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I think some of it was that I became comfortable with the information so I didn't have to 
have my little cheat sheet to tell people exactly what they needed to do. So some of that 
was just being, I know the spiel now. I know the deal, and we'll get to it. And over the 
course of our conversation. So I think for that, for me some of that is confidence. I know 
what I'm telling people, and we'll get there.  
Participants made learning information a priority and learning on their own was a way to prepare 
quickly.  
Learning from Others 
Learning from others was another vital means of gaining knowledge and information 
needed for advising. Learning from others was a means to broaden information beyond what one 
could study independently, and to gain understanding of what information was important to 
others. Participants described learning from faculty colleagues, from professional advisors and 
student services personnel, and from students.  
Most participants identified learning from colleagues as important to their learning and 
socialization to the advising role. Their experiences were broad and varied, ranging from sitting 
in on others’ advising sessions, to receiving tools and worksheets from others in their 
departments, to being part of a cohort of new faculty members who discussed and supported one 
another in learning about advising and other new responsibilities, to asking many questions of 
more experienced faculty members. Several participants from the same department described 
sharing of advising updates and information in department meetings.  
Participants found experienced faculty advisors willing to help them learn. Claudia 
described a collaborative and supportive approach in her department to helping new faculty 
advisors get started: 
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My department in particular is very open and we're very collaborative. And we kind of 
view it as a community process of everybody's willing to help out and answer questions 
where need be. So, yeah, just it was a pretty supportive process overall. 
Bill discussed using other faculty members as resources to get his advising questions answered: 
Well, I first started having advises assigned to me in the fall of 2015. Here at State 
University. And, and I had lots of questions. Previously, I did not have access to student 
records, you know, for individual students using the DARS system that we have here. So 
I received very rudimentary training from my colleagues about how to access the DARS. 
I also sought out advice from my colleagues about how they do advising.  
Bill also talked about attending group registration sessions and being paired with an experienced 
faculty member: 
One thing that I took advantage of in my early years was attending the registration 
sessions for new incoming and transfer students. And that would usually be, I'd be paired 
with a senior colleague. So I was able to get a sense of what they were telling the students 
they need to do in those initial years, or for the transfer students how they could complete 
their general education courses and make sure that their previous work had been 
transferred. 
Dee discussed learning from faculty colleagues as one of the most helpful strategies she had used 
to learn about advising: 
I think one of the best things I did was just talking to other faculty and seeing how 
they've done things as far as how they document or don't document, and how they go 
about the actual advising sessions and follow up, and that kind of stuff. So I think that 
was one of the best things for me because I knew a little bit about it from being a student. 
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But it's a completely different side of things when you're actually doing it, so I was pretty 
new to it. But overall I think it went fairly smoothly. 
Laura described her experience as part of a new faculty cohort that specifically discussed 
advising, received support from her dean, and provided a forum for ongoing conversations about 
advising: 
I think I was very fortunate because, when I joined State University, we had new faculty 
advising in place that was handled by the various colleges independently. And so I had a 
small cohort of people who came into [my College] at the same time that I did. And 
actually now that I think about it, it must have been outside of the college because even 
though [the dean of the College] was directing it, and he was currently dean of the 
college at that time, we did have some folks from, for instance, Rec and Tourism. So it 
must have been a cohort of new faculty coming in at that time, but we all had a chance to 
meet every few Fridays and talk about the PDP-PDR [Professional Development Plan-
Professional Development Report] process, to talk about advising, and that continued at 
least through the first semester. And those are some of the people that I still talk with 
now. So that was very helpful. We also had a very open relationship with the dean at that 
time, so he was always willing to answer questions. 
Not all experiences of learning from colleagues were positive. Jean reflected that 
experienced faculty members, while willing to assist her in getting started, had not been 
especially helpful, and that she had needed to rely more on learning on her own: 
There was some guidance, and I did get guidance. But what I found is that the faculty that 
have been doing it forever were just like, “oh well you do this, you do this, and you do 
this,” and I'm like, sounds good. So I wasn't very good at it. I can tell you that I needed a 
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lot of—I had to do a lot of learning on my own just to figure out. I had to make mistakes 
as we all do. 
Most participants had also learned from the university’s professional advisors through 
brief, one-time “Advising 101” workshops. Reactions to workshops ranged from “really, really 
helpful” to “marginally useful.” Registrar’s Office personnel were another source of information. 
Several advisors discussed the importance of identifying the right person to call with questions 
about university policies and requirements, and described their experience of feeling much more 
comfortable calling with their questions once they developed relationships with those personnel. 
Laura reflected: “People from the Registrar's Office and [a person in the Registrar’s Office] was 
in particular, just a wealth of institutional knowledge.”  
Finally, participants had refined their knowledge about information needed by students 
through their interactions with students. For example, Nan reflected on her realizations about the 
additional information needed by transfer students and military veterans because they did not go 
through the one-semester orientation (First-Year Experience) course offered to new students:  
I have realized that State University does a very, very poor job with transfer students and 
military students. So I have really changed my tone with them. I used to come down on 
them pretty hard going “Why aren't you prepared? How do you not know how to do this? 
And why aren't you—?” And I very quickly realized, not quickly, over about a two-year 
period because it's only so often right. I very started (sic) to realize that they all have 
something in common, and it was either they were transfer or military. And one student 
in particular, we had a lot more in-depth conversations. The military tells you what to do. 
You don't ever make your own decisions. So we really did a lot of advising on “OK, this 
is what you need to do.” We're going to, our first meeting was “here's what you need to 
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do now. You're gonna schedule another meeting. I want you to think about your courses. 
Here are these things.” But I really had to teach them how to do, how to develop a 
schedule. How to put it in [the registration system]. Like, I send it out in an email. And, 
again, if you were in orientation and all that, it goes through that stuff. 
Kathryn explicitly talked about learning from a student when learning advising in a professional 
advising role at another university: 
We had a, pretty much the whole time I was there, there was a student worker that was 
very much involved. I mean, she worked 20 hours a week for our program, I think. And I 
would rely on her. I would help her have me understand things because she is a student. 
So she, you know, I had this like, cultural navigator of the university at some level. 
Because I'd be like, what, how do students figure this part out? Just like, we do this, this 
and this and this, and then you got to go do this. And so like just, like trying to 
understand the student perspective, I think I would ask students. 
Advisors identified several different kinds of information they needed for advising. They 
learned university policies, major and minor requirements, and use of tools like degree audits by 
learning on their own. Even after studying this information, most still had questions, and relied 
on colleagues for answers and suggestions. Student perspectives were a resource to learn 
information about how to do things and obtain services at the university. 
Getting Organized 
Participants described anxiety about getting the information right because they feared 
making mistakes in advising and potentially delaying students’ graduation. Many described 
using or developing tools to organize information in order to build confidence and develop 
facility with the information. Tools ranged from worksheets and checklists, to systems for 
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documenting advising conversations, to online appointment scheduling systems, to a calendar 
anticipating the times during the semester when students might have advising questions. 
Worksheets and documentation methods were mentioned most often. Advisors tended to 
develop tools and systems that worked for them individually. Bill described modifying 
worksheets provided by colleagues: “I received in that first semester two, maybe three, different 
advising worksheets that my colleagues had devised that were very different. And from that, I 
created my own.” Jean also stressed developing “tracking sheets” that met her own needs: 
I developed tracking sheets so that I knew what we had talked about and what plans were 
for the students. So I developed some tracking sheets that worked for me. I developed 
over that that first semester. I really just had a ton of cheat sheets, like here's my prereqs. 
So I had to make the cheat sheets. Here's the class. Here's the prereqs. Here's when they 
should take them. Here's how it should look.  
Several advisors discussed their systems for documenting their interactions with students. These 
systems ranged from individual folders for each student documenting conversations and plans for 
the future to follow-up emails that served as a record of discussions and planned actions.  
Laura discussed the importance of understanding the ebbs and flows of the semester and 
described developing and sharing a calendar for the semester to help anticipate periods of higher 
demand for advising services. 
Important deadlines, so a sense of when are some of the big things that will hit in the 
calendar. And I remember as department chair that that was one of the things that I made 
sure that faculty had, because I remembered how easy it was to lose track of. Students are 
thinking about this, and students are going to be panicking about midterms here, and 
they're going to start thinking about advising here, and their windows are going to open 
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here. So it was helpful to have those conversations all the way along. Just so we all could 
keep track of the calendar. Just the calendar in and of itself.  
Getting organized helped advisors to feel more confident and less anxious about advising 
and about making advising errors. Worksheets and other advising guides helped to standardize 
the information shared and helped to provide structure for advising interactions with students. 
Documentation systems helped advisors recall previous conversations with students so that new 
conversations could build upon previous ones. An advising calendar helped give faculty advisors 
a sense of control by lending predictability to times of heightened student requests for advising 
and allowing faculty members to build time for advising into their planned work. 
Concepts Guiding Advising—Using the “Tools of the Trade” 
Research question one next addressed the experiences of faculty advisors in learning 
about the conceptual component. The conceptual component embodies the concepts that guide 
advisors in working with students. These concepts include advising approaches, values, theories, 
and desired outcomes (Farr & Cunningham, 2017). The principal theme that emerged related to 
advisors’ experiences in learning about the conceptual component was about using the “tools of 
the trade.” Advisors consistently described their approaches to advising in terms of their own 
educational and disciplinary backgrounds.  
Tools of the Trade 
Participants approached advising from the perspectives of their educations, experiences, 
and disciplines. These disciplinary lenses emerged in the ways that advisors discussed 
documentation of advising interactions, tools and techniques used to provide information to 
students, and approaches to interactions with students. Faculty advisors interviewed represented 
several health-related disciplines, social work, sociology, psychology, and communications. 
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Documentation. Participants from health-related disciplines stressed documentation, 
consistent with the documentation requirements of their professions. Jean talked about basing her 
advising documentation on the kinds of documentation she had used in practicing in a clinical 
setting prior to her faculty career: 
I'm making documentation forms coming from the clinical world and very used to 
documenting everything we do. So I just took those type of SOAP [subjective, objective, 
assessment, and plan] notes, we used SBARs [situation, background, assessment, and 
recommendation], but you know that kind of thing and tailored it to advising. 
Dee also stressed the importance of documentation: 
Also being very objective about collecting data and making sure that I document. Like by 
the end of the session we've created a plan. And I usually create the plan for the future 
semester, and then the one after that, and then a potential graduation date based on where 
they're at. And then they get a copy of that. So I send it by email so they have a copy and 
I have a copy. That way if there's any issues in the future that we have that documented 
too, especially in this day and age. So a lot of it is documenting and then also getting 
feedback from them on how they thought things went. 
Faculty advisors from other departments also discussed documenting conversations with 
students, but were more likely to report making less formal notes, or sending emails following 
conversations in order to have a record. Bill talked about making notes: 
And I use that back sheet [the blank reverse side of his planning sheet for advising] just 
as a blank slate for me to be taking notes as we go through. So I'm oftentimes jotting 
notes while the advisee is in the room, or when they leave I try to make sure that I've got 
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a couple minutes to just say, they're thinking about doing this, you know, in the summer 
of 2021. And I will forget if I don't write it down. 
Kathryn described using emails as a way to document advising conversations: “If I meet with a 
student and we've talked about some things, usually I'll try and send a follow up email mostly for 
myself. Because I can remember what the heck I told them.”  
Advisors agreed on the value of documentation as an aid to memory and to help provide 
continuity with advisees from one semester to the next. However, systems of documentation 
varied in formality and structure. Variations in documentation practices were informed by 
disciplinary standards and previous experiences. 
Tools and techniques. Advising tools and techniques highlighted by healthcare 
professions were primarily checklists and guide sheets. Related to their emphasis on 
documentation, faculty members in healthcare professions focused on guide sheets both for 
themselves and for students in understanding course requirements and suggested course 
sequences. Nan described using a variety of guide sheets, and developing an additional tool—an 
advising binder, in response to identifying a need for students to have more information about 
graduate school opportunities: 
And I also, as I just pulled out here, I have all our different sheets here. I have a little 
thing here if you want to be an O T [occupational therapist] what the most common 
prereqs are, and why a psych minor might work well with that. I also collect like the 
coaching minor, psychology minor, sheets like that that are common things for our 
students. I've also have this binder developed because more students wanted information 
on graduate programs. And because again we're a very broad major, they're looking at a 
very wide host of different things to do. So I've tried to, yes, identify those students but 
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also I've come up with “this is a list of what the course is, what the prereqs of that course 
is, but then also what is it a prereq for,” so that they can see the importance in some of 
those things. But it's also a quick reference guide for me.  
The department in which these health professions faculty members work has some of the most 
well-developed course guides for students at State University. Students in these majors have a 
larger number of required credits than many other majors, and do not require a minor. Course 
sequences in these majors do not allow significant variation, so that course guides can be quite 
detailed and specific.  
Faculty advisors in disciplines outside of healthcare relied more heavily on the catalog as 
a guide to advising. These participants were advising about majors that required minors, or had 
fewer required credits, making it easier for students to pursue minors. The task of advising in 
these majors routinely included discussion of career and professional interests in order to guide 
students in considering possible minors. The catalog proved a valuable resource in assisting 
students to explore minors. In addition, some of the majors for which participants were advising 
included options within the major. For example, in the Psychology major, students choose 
among courses from at least three of four content domains, and must choose from among 
electives and courses in several required domains.  
Approaches to interactions with students. Many participants used language or 
approaches from their disciplines in describing their interactions with students. They brought 
transferable skills from both educational and previous professional experiences. Jean described 




And some of it is that clinical background listening to patients, listening to what they 
need and allowing them the time to share what they need and what they're doing. I mean, 
some of it comes from our background of health care. Students are no different than our 
patients. They need things, and we need to listen to them to figure out what it is that they 
need. 
Maddie very explicitly connected her advising with her background in social work: 
It's for me, it's very much like meeting a new client in social work practice, that OK, we 
have to develop some sort of rapport before we're gonna get to the real good stuff here. 
So I, that's, it's kind of role, you know, I'm role modeling for them also how you start to 
engage with someone. How do you start to find out who your client is, and what strengths 
do they bring. What things do they want to work on, where do they want to go. So for me 
it's all, it's all social work. 
Kathryn, also a social worker, had used appreciative advising techniques in a previous position 
as a professional advisor. She connected the appreciative advising approach with social work: 
It's another way of thinking about the strengths perspective, which is one of the 
foundational, you know, theoretical models that the social work profession uses, right? 
So it's the same thing with a different name on some level, parts of it are. So, you know, 
for me, it felt very comfortable and familiar, and something that, you know, is another 
good way of thinking about how I want to be in the world and how I want to work with 
people, period.  
The lens of Laura’s discipline of communication was evident in her use of metaphors to describe 
several of her advising approaches.  Like Kathryn, Laura described focusing on students’ 
strengths.  Her discussion emphasized the metaphor of “mirroring:” 
90 
 
Now if the student were at a little higher level, trying to contemplate, “OK should I get a 
degree in communication or should I get a degree in something else?” What I loved to be 
able to do was to mirror back to the students what I would see in them. So these are the 
skills that I think that you have. And based on that here are a couple of different paths 
that I think you'd be really successful in. So you might take this particular course as an 
entry into the major and see if that feels comfortable to you, but make sure that you're 
mapping that against your general education where you can see you're not ending up with 
all these extra courses. But students loved having that mirror held up to them. This is 
what I see in you. This is what I think you do really well. Does that sound right? Does 
this feel like a path that might be good for you? And I never really minded if it was or 
wasn't in the major. Because again it's up to the student. And if you are a careful and 
attentive teacher, there's always something that you can mirror back to the student. 
There's always something you can say. This is what I see you being really good at. 
Bill’s background in sociology was evident in his discussion of not making assumptions with 
students about normative family support, and his resolve to ask students directly, but 
nonjudgmentally, about their support networks: 
It made me realize that when I'm using those sorts of examples [discussing families] in 
classes, I need to be more inclusive and not, not say this in a normative way. It's true for 
my advisees as well. I cannot assume anything about their level of familial support. You 
know, what their emotional network is. So I, I will ask them, do you have a strong family 
support system? And I think that I figure out how to ask that in a nonjudgmental way. 
And the answers are incredibly varied. So not assuming that they have the resources that 
other students have has changed the way that I advise. Because now if, say, they don't 
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have strong family support, “well, do you have a different type of network that's 
providing you with some of that?” It helps that we're in sociology and some of the 
language that I'm using is stuff that they're familiar with.  
Given years of education in their disciplines in preparation for faculty careers, and often 
very limited preparation for the role of academic advising, it is not surprising that faculty 
advisors tended to use the perspectives of their disciplines in approaching the task of advising. 
For many faculty members, socialization to the advising role primarily occurred within the 
context of the academic department.  Advisors frequently described learning not only 
information but also advising approaches and strategies from colleagues in their departments 
who shared the same disciplinary backgrounds, further strengthening the influence of discipline.  
Critical Advising Skills—"Building Relationships” 
The final element of research question one explored development of the relational 
component.  The relational component includes skills such as building relationships with 
students; respectful communication; promoting development of problem-solving, decision-
making, and planning skills by students; and developing a personal philosophy of advising (Farr 
& Cunningham, 2017). The primary theme that emerged regarding developing relational 
competencies was “building relationships.”  
All participants stressed the importance of building relationships with students as a 
fundamental part of their approach to advising. They prioritized forming relationships despite the 
urgency and time-consuming nature of advising, and the exhaustion that several described 
experiencing during peak advising times. Building relationships was a frequent element of how 
they defined good advising. Maddie’s comment clearly evoked the power of the advising 
relationship: “I really think that personal connection is some of the magic that happens in some 
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of those interactions.” Others also explicitly stressed the value they placed on building 
relationships. Claudia stated: “I think good advising really does boil down to that relationship.” 
Dee described her ideas about why she thought building relationships with students is critical:  
I personally want to build a relationship with that student. A lot of them, especially 
coming in, this might be their only connection where they feel like they can trust 
somebody. So being that person that they can go to at any time. I have a lot of students in 
my office throughout the semester with mental health or emotion or all sorts of issues, 
and I think some of it is because they open that door with advising and building 
relationships.  
Laura used the phrase “constancy of connection” to describe her approach to advising 
relationships and stated further: “So I always felt the key was keeping in touch with people over 
the course of the semester.” Laura’s definition of good advising clearly reflected her philosophy 
of advising and the value she placed on respectful interactions with students: “Good advising is 
patient advising. Good advising is respectful advising. Good advising is informed advising. 
Good advising is responsible advising.” 
Participants clearly valued the relational component, but none offered discussion about 
needing to learn these competencies. All disciplines represented had elements of interaction or 
concern with human behavior, so that participants may have come to the task of advising with an 
array of appropriate relational skills already in place. Nan and Laura mentioned choosing to take 
positions at State University, a medium-sized public university, because of their desire to teach, 
and the value they placed on interactions with students. In addition, several participants were 
members of disciplines with codes of ethics and core values that aligned closely with core values 
for academic advising (NACADA, 2017b) and core competencies for advising (NACADA, 
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2017a). For example, inclusive and respectful communication is a central element of the 
relational component (Farr & Cunningham, 2017). The ethical principle of respect for the 
“inherent dignity and worth of the person” within the National Association of Social Workers 
(NASW) Code of Ethics (2017) states, in part, that “Social workers treat each person in a caring 
and respectful fashion, mindful of individual differences and cultural and ethnic diversity.” 
Reflections on Developing Effective Advising Approaches 
Research question two explored faculty advisors’ interpretations and reflections about 
how they developed effective advising techniques and approaches. Participants discussed 
experiences with advising students in a variety of situations, including students considering 
major changes or transfer, major within their programs, students struggling with academic and/or 
personal concerns, high achieving students, and students at different stages in their academic 
journeys. Four themes emerged as participants reflected on their development as advisors: 
“personal experiences as advisees,” “learning by doing,” “holding students accountable,” and 
“helping students make transitions.” 
Personal Experiences as Advisees 
Several participants mentioned their own experiences as students as important influences 
in their development of advising approaches. Participants who felt they had received poor or 
inadequate advising as undergraduates described their determination to learn what they needed to 
provide a better experience to their students. Jean described a situation in which she did not 
receive help and needed to advocate for herself: 
You know, past experience for myself. I remember in undergrad just being so angry 
because a class filled and it was going to push me back. You know, and I had to stand up 
for myself. Go talk to a million different people. And I finally got in the class, but I just 
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remember thinking there's no way you can keep me here another semester for one class 
because it filled before I could register. So that was part of it, of where my [goal for 
students came from]. I want to get you out of here. If there's any way possible let's get 
you out.  
Maddie shared her negative experience as an undergraduate:  
When I went to advising as an undergrad, I went to one advising appointment and I never 
ever went back. I never got advising. So I pretty much like, seriously, I memorized the 
undergraduate catalog. And like, for party tricks, people could ask me, do you need to 
have, you know, do you need to have a foreign language if you're going to be this major? 
Nope, you don't need. But if you're going to be this. Because I didn't—I needed someone 
to guide me. Like I knew where I wanted to end up, but I didn't know how to get there 
and I didn't end up getting there. Whether or not that has anything to do with advising I 
don't know. But I also wanted to feel important. I want I wanted someone to pay attention 
to me. Just for 15 minutes. That kind of helped me think about what exactly I wanted and 
think about, you know, different ways to get somewhere or things that will help you get 
ready to go there. So my undergrad experience with advising was terrible. I had to figure 
it all out by myself. 
Laura described the significant consequences she suffered when she did not receive important 
information: 
And having been a first-generation student myself, I can't even tell you, it's embarrassing 
to tell you how many classes I failed because I didn't know you could withdraw. Nobody 
told me. I didn't know. Didn't know what these deadlines were. No idea. So if class wasn't 
working for me, I failed it. You know, and you learn the hard way. 
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Others talked about positive influences from advisors or instructors, and their hope to 
provide similar experiences for their students. Claudia described the ways her doctoral advisor 
had influenced her advising: 
My doctoral advisor was incredible in terms of support. And she's somebody that I have 
always kind of sought to emulate, both in terms of my teaching and my advising and my 
research approach with my research assistants and all of that, because I worked with her 
in a variety of contexts. And she was somebody that was really good at knowing how to 
direct people where to go. She was really good at kind of being an excellent support 
while also maintaining really good boundaries and kind of again, knowing what her role 
was and knowing where to direct people elsewhere on things.  
Bill spoke eloquently of the influence of his graduate advisor and a former professor: 
I would say that my graduate advisor who reached out to me and brought me back into 
the program after I had strayed myself. I'll be eternally grateful to him because he didn't 
have to do that. And also to the person who got me interested in sociology in the first 
place. . . . When I was attending her memorial service at [the college where she taught], a 
different former student of hers gave one of the eulogies, and the theme was, she did her 
job. And he talked about how now that he's a professor, you know, and he's looking back 
at his undergraduate days and thinking about [the professor] and the help that she gave 
him. She followed through on what she said she was going to do. Which sounds kind of 
simple, but I have seen so many of my colleagues and I've seen myself make 
commitments that I can't keep, you know, letters of reference that actually don't get 
written. And, you know, forms that don't get filed. But the theme of his thing was, you 
know, she did her job and he realizes now that that's actually remarkably high praise. 
96 
 
After I got back from that memorial service, I wrote it on a post-it note. And it's still on 
my wall today above my computer. She did her job. And that's something that guides me, 
is I have accepted this responsibility. It's a job that I wanted to do. And even though there 
are times that it's not very pleasant and I've got to take on stuff that I'd rather not. You 
know, [the professor], she did her job, and that's what I should be doing, too. So that 
really guides me in advising. 
Experiences as advisees, whether positive or negative, contributed to advisors’ personal 
advising philosophies and definitions of good advising and shaped the ways they chose to work 
with students. The influence of personal experiences was evident in advisors’ emphasis on 
building relationships, and their frequent references to the importance of listening and caring.  
Learning by Doing 
In discussing how their advising had changed and developed, participants described 
learning through their experiences of doing advising. Maddie stated very clearly that she had 
learned through doing: “I think I learned how to be an advisor through my experiences as an 
advisor.” Nan talked about learning through working with students:  
So I came into State University not having a lot of formal advising experience, but since 
then we have—I've developed kind of my own system, if you will, like how to advise 
best. In the beginning, I talked to other faculty members and see how they did it, and kind 
of took tips and tricks from them. But then you know, just tailored it to my students, and 
as I saw more and more things, what I could do.  
Advisors developed different approaches depending on the structure of their major and 
the size of their advising load. Faculty members in the Social Work department described using 
group advising as part of their classes with third- and fourth-year students who had been 
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admitted to the major, so that their individual advising was typically with first- and second-year 
students. The Social Work Department also had a designated faculty member responsible for 
working with students on required field placements and practicums. Faculty advisors in other 
departments described discussion of internships and other hands-on experiences as part of their 
regular advising, especially with third- and fourth-year students. The number of assigned 
advisees varied from department to department. Experiences in advising validated the need to 
develop efficient approaches in departments with large advising loads. Advisors with many 
advisees tended to offer 15-minute advising appointments, but often gave students the option of 
signing up for two consecutive appointments if the student felt more time was needed. While the 
Social Work department was successfully using group advising for some students, faculty 
members in another department had experimented with group advising and chosen to return to 
individual appointments. Nan described her experience with group advising when she had her 
advisees plus those of a colleague on sabbatical, and her rationale for returning to individual 
appointments based on the needs of the students she advises: 
Because [a colleague] was on sabbatical, I had all of his advisees one year. It also 
happened to be when I was pregnant so I was going on maternity leave. So I actually 
[tried group advising], because again other faculty were “why don't [you try it],” pushing 
group advising heavily. And I still firmly believe, and having to have done it, I don't 
think it's appropriate for [students in my major] given their circumstances. Again when 
you have a [another major] student with a 3.0 GPA that is very driven and grad school 
bound and all that stuff, you know they can make some of those decisions and can 
understand some of those things. They aren't worried about completion rate and all that 
because they're meeting all those guidelines. I'm dealing with people on a very consistent 
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basis without a minimum 2.5 GPA or less than 67 percent completion rate. So we have to 
very much still balance how many credits can you take, especially again when we get that 
you're at 66 percent [completion rate] and a 2.4 [GPA]. . . . And saying again, you know, 
I like the individual appointments because I think a good chunk of my [major] advisees 
need the extra help with completion rate and GPA. Like they're in that situation for a 
reason and a lot of them have no idea what I'm talking about when we have that 
conversation. 
Learning by doing, like the learning on my own theme identified in the informational 
competence, provided a means to learn independently. These strategies may be a good fit for 
faculty advisors juggling multiple responsibilities, as they allow development of competencies 
through individual practice and reflection. 
Holding Students Accountable 
Several advisors identified mistakes in their early approaches to advising in terms of 
being too helpful with students. They expressed concerns that by doing too much as advisors, 
they were not holding students accountable, and not encouraging students to build needed skills 
for success as students and as professionals.  Jean discussed her concerns about “handholding”: 
I found that I was doing all the work for them. And I found I didn't know that that wasn't 
normal for me to do all their work to find their schedules and sit down with. I mean, I 
used to spend a lot of time with them sitting down and “OK let's come up with your 
schedule. What do you want to take? When do you want to take?” And instead of giving 
them the responsibility to do that. So I think at the beginning I was a lot of handholding. I 
did way more handholding than I would have, than was probably good for them. Some of 
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it was so I could learn and so I made sure that they were getting everything that they 
needed to get done. 
As she elaborated on the ways her understanding of her role of an advisor had evolved, she 
talked about personal and professional development, and the importance of teaching students 
skills they would need in the future: 
And I didn’t think I was doing it right by doing all their work for them. I thought they had 
to do their work for them. They’re grown-ups supposedly. So just looking at it and 
saying: “Am I really doing a good job? No, I’m not. I’m not doing what’s best for the 
students. I’m not giving them the skills that they need to figure out their own life.” If I’m 
holding their hand, they’re going to leave here and think someone’s going to hold their 
hand in the future, and that’s not there. So it was just a belief like that I’m not doing this 
right. This isn’t helping them be successful professionals.  
Laura talked about how her advising has changed to assist students in developing decision-
making skills: 
I would say definitely the longer that I taught, and especially once I shifted roles into this 
job, the less I talked and the more I listened. And if I talked, I've been asking many more 
questions than I initially did, because when I began advising I thought my value to 
students was to give them a fast answer. And I could use all the resources that I had to 
give them a fast answer. Not that I was trying to rush them out of my office, but I thought 
that's what they needed. I think the student population has changed, significantly. I think 
the confidence level of our students has changed significantly. I no longer think they need 
the quick clean and dirty answer. There are still some students who are self-drivers, and 
they'll benefit from that. They get their answer and they're on their way. But now I'm 
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talking to many more students who just need me to sit there with them peacefully and ask 
them what they're experiencing, and ask them what their thoughts are. These also may be 
students who have been so directed by their families that they haven't had an opportunity 
to think through options. So a line that I find myself saying much more often now is: 
“Here are some possibilities. What feels comfortable to you? What do you see that I 
haven't seen?” And to try to bounce it back to them to give them some confidence in that 
decision making. So that's been I think a big conceptual shift for me. 
Nan also talked about decision-making skills, and the importance of students having “some skin 
in the game”: 
I'm trying to help them with that transition into colleges while going: “This is your 
career. These are your educational goals and everything. You need to have some skin in 
the game here as well.” So I think helping with those kind of life skills of, you are a 
decision maker and in charge of your own future.  
Bill’s definition of good advising included the expectation that students are responsible for 
themselves and their education: “Good advising entails having some stake in the student's 
success and feeling that I'm responsible for guiding the student, although they have to follow 
through and actually do the work.” 
Concern for personal and professional development led advisors to clarify their 
expectations with students about preparing for advising sessions.  Dee described her approach: 
I require them to come in with everything prepared. So they have to come in with their 
four- or five-year planning sheet, and then the classes that they're taking, the classes that 
they want to take, and a backup plan, and then a plan for after graduation. So by having 
them prepare ahead of time that helps my job be easier. . . . Some students still struggle 
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with that. But I tell them that if they come in unprepared that I'm going to send them back 
out and say: “Go look it up or at least take a shot at it before I meet with you.” Because 
they've got to figure out that responsibility. 
Others described similar approaches of asking students to prepare in advance for advising 
sessions and requiring them to make another appointment if they had not prepared.  
Helping Students Make Transitions 
Advisors described learning to work with students to make a wide variety of transitions: 
transition to college, changes in majors or minors, making choices about transfer, and graduation 
and career or graduate school. These advising interactions were informed by advisors’ 
understandings of college student development, primarily based on their educational and 
professional backgrounds, and further developed through their experiences in advising students. 
Helping students in transition called upon advisors to use informational, conceptual, and 
relational competencies.   
Participants discussed a set of predictable transitions and changing needs and priorities of 
students as they progressed through their time at the university. For first-year students, most 
discussed focusing on basic information and assisting students to learn about the university and 
academic requirements. Faculty advisors in programs with admission requirements discussed 
conversations focusing on GPA requirements for their majors.  For example, Dee stated:  
I tell them with advising like you have to get those classes [prerequisites] done and you 
need to get A's and B's. The C's you might be able to swing. I don't know, you might be 
able to slide through with a C but not likely, just because you have to have a high enough 
GPA to get admitted into the program.  
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Several participants discussed students’ transition to college from the perspective of their 
experiences in teaching the first-year orientation course. One of the challenges faculty advisors 
identified in working with first- and second-year students was in communicating about and 
helping students understand the purpose and value of general education program requirements. 
As students moved through their academic journeys, taking upper division classes, completing 
internships in their majors, and looking ahead to graduate school or careers, the focus of advising 
tended to shift toward personal and professional development. Claudia summed up her 
experience: “Future is always a conversation. It just shifts in terms of how we talk about it.” 
Maddie described how both relationships with students, and the nature of advising interactions 
change as students move into their chosen majors: 
I think a lot of the early stuff does become transactional and procedural. Mostly because 
that's what students want in large part. Once they're in our program, they can't get away 
from me. They're going to have me probably at least two or three semesters, sometimes 
four. So we get to know each other in a different way than I get to know people that I see 
twice a year. So there's a lot more informal advising type things that happen just walking 
down the hallway. “Oh by the way can I ask you about blah blah blah?” Sure. You know. 
Graduate schools. Great. So I think as they get closer to the professional program and as 
they get closer to really becoming a colleague, the relationship also oftentimes matures 
and we have a lot different conversations, versus you need one hundred and twenty 
credits to graduate. 
Advisors also related their thoughts about working with students considering changes in 
academic program or considering transfer. Nan’s comments about her desire to help students find 
the right path for them were representative of most participants. She talked about relational skills 
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in terms of conveying her sincere concern for students, and discussed referring students to other 
resources at the university if they needed information she did not have:  
I want them to know that I am very sincere in what I say, and that I want them to have the 
best experience possible for them. I would love them to stay at State University. I would 
love them to stay in the major. But if it's not right for them, I am not going to advocate 
for them to be in the major. I am going to try and help them get to the right major or 
school. Not necessarily school, I think that's outside my scope, but I don't want, I don't 
know enough to be able to get them to a university. But I will advise the [Advising and 
Career Services], or like the Focus 2 questionnaires [career inventories], things like that. 
But I also very much want them to be in the correct major. 
Laura described exploring interests and motivations with students to assist them in making 
decisions: 
If the student were thinking about changing a major, I would again try to figure out, all 
right, well what are the things that you've enjoyed the most? What's spoken the most to 
you in the classes that you've been taking? And OK, five years from now, what would 
you like to be doing? Where do you see yourself? And then try to point them toward a 
major that might seem to be congruent with that. And again, come sit next to me. Let's 
pull up information on this program. You take a look. I want you to bookmark this on 
your laptop. And why don't you browse that and see if you can talk to some people in the 
program. Because our students are pretty well interconnected. They do relate to each 
other well so it's not difficult to get them to do that. And if the student we're considering 
changing. I might ask, you know it's, what's prompting your decision? No, is there 
something that you feel like you're lacking here? Because it may be that the student is 
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searching for something and just doesn't know what's available. But not to try to 
discourage the student necessarily, because we know we have students who leave for lots 
of reasons. So try to figure out what's the issue. Is it a lack of information or support? 
Can I help provide that resource? And if I can't, then wish the student well and say, you 
know here's some great things about this institution that you're going to be going to, and 
you know, hope that you'll be happy there. 
Advisors described the particular challenges of working with students to revise plans 
when students were unable to meet the requirements of desired programs or when personal 
concerns necessitated a change in plans.  Maddie acknowledged using her social work 
background when she described giving struggling students permission to grieve:  
Because you don't know what life's going to throw at you, but you can make the best of 
it. You know, it's OK to grieve, or you know have, difficult stuff happens to everybody. 
So what are we going to do with it. So yeah, I bring social work to this. 
Several participants stressed the importance of honesty in challenging conversations with 
students about the consequences of poor academic performance. Nan summarized her philosophy 
of advising: “Be honest. Be empathetic. Be realistic.” She went on to describe her approach to 
challenging conversations: 
I'm pretty brutally honest. But again, the types of students I work with, if I sugar coat it 
and everything, in my opinion I'm not very good at that anyways. But also they are, I 
don't think I'm setting them up for success. If I lie and go, oh yeah you can get your 
completion rate. No. Like, and courses are only gonna get harder. So if you aren't passing 
your two hundred level courses, the chance of you passing your three and four hundred 
level, it's not going to get easier. So kind of having that honesty. Again, listening to them. 
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Making sure I'm meeting their needs, and what they can and can't do. And then being 
very realistic. And again planning out what can you actually physically handle, 
financially handle, all of those things, and given their experience and what their 
aspirations are. 
Claudia also talked about honesty in conversations with students who were struggling with 
grades, and acknowledged both the difficulty of having these conversations and other student 
situations that can impact academic performance:  
The biggest thing that I try and do with students who are struggling academically is I try 
and be supportive, and also be honest and transparent about, well, this is what's gonna 
happen if you kind of,  don't pull things up. And, you know, I direct them to appropriate 
resources and we certainly talk about, well, what's getting in the way here. Often it's an 
issue of academic skills or often it's an issue of mental health or physical health or other 
things going on. So we talk about whatever resources are available for that. . . . I view 
that as especially my role with advising to just be aware, there are a billion different 
reasons why students could not be succeeding academically, why they might be 
struggling. So getting to the bottom of that, if there is a neat bottom to that and figuring 
out how to best support them is kind of my role. But then again, I mentioned too being 
honest and saying, well, you know, every once in a while I have students who say, “well, 
I'm totally going to pull it off this semester. And oh, I've totally got it.” And I'm like, 
well, no, that's what you said last semester. And let's talk about what's gonna be different 
this semester, because this isn't, you're wasting time and money here, which isn't helpful 
for anybody. If you have to keep retaking classes or if you end up not being able to finish 
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because you're not doing well. So being honest about that is important. I think it's hard, 
but it's important. 
In reflecting on effective approaches, Laura used the idea of levels of justice to frame difficult 
conversations with students and stressed the importance the relationship in guiding students 
through transitions: 
I always like to think about, there are levels of justice. There's decision justice. I may or 
may not think your decision was fair. There's procedural justice. OK I don't like your 
decision but you followed the right procedures. And there's interaction justice. Did I feel 
you treated me fairly in our interpersonal interaction? So oftentimes, even if you had to 
tell students something difficult, if you did it fairly, and if you were consistent, and they 
knew they could rely on you, it makes it much easier for them to hear this difficult thing. 
Advisors’ reflections about developing effective advising approaches frequently 
highlighted the importance of building relationships with students. Advisors also stressed the 
importance of providing accurate and honest information and feedback to students, and referring 
students to other resources on and off campus to meet student needs.  Participants’ backgrounds 
and education shaped their advising and perspectives about students and student development. 
Overarching Patterns 
In considering the research questions and reviewing and reflecting about interviews with 
participants, I found three overarching patterns emerging repeatedly: relationships, boundaries, 
and motivations to improve. Each pattern significantly influenced faculty advisors’ development 





Advisors described the importance of relationships with students, with colleagues in their 
departments, and with professionals throughout the university. Relationships provide the context 
for advising and the power that supports students’ academic progress and success. Maddie 
summarized her belief in the power of advising, stating: “I really think that personal connection 
is some of the magic that happens in some of these interactions.” Relationships are critical to 
multiple important advising functions, and serve as a means to: 
• Facilitate student academic progress 
• Help students develop feasible plans that will allow for success (taking into account 
student circumstances that may be barriers to progress) 
• Open the door to discussions of personal concerns that can impede progress 
• Nurture professional and personal development 
• Retain students 
• Learn about advising from colleagues and other campus professionals 
• Help students navigate to resources 
• Keep in touch with students throughout the semester 
Relationships also provide a context for learning about advising from colleagues and 
other campus professionals. Bill and Laura described the value of building relationships with 
others on campus through involvement in university committees and attending events. 
Developing these relationships increased their confidence in advising by helping them learn 
about campus resources and identifying individuals to call when they had questions or wished to 
refer students.  
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Advisors’ reflections on the importance of relationships as a context for advising 
included competencies from each of the three components of the Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a). Within the context of relationships, advisors 
developed advising approaches to teach students about requirements and how the university 
works (informational competencies); to help students identify and pursue academic, personal, 
and professional goals (conceptual and relational competencies); to help students build skills, 
including problem-solving and decision-making (relational competencies); and foster 
development of self-efficacy (conceptual competencies) (Descriptors of competencies from Farr 
& Cunningham, 2017). 
Boundaries 
Defining and maintaining boundaries was an important part of the process of developing 
effective advising approaches. Establishing boundaries allowed advisors to define their roles and 
to define expectations for the work and investment students should have in their own success. 
Nan expressed this perspective with her statement about students needing to have “some skin in 
the game.” Similarly, Laura emphasized her conviction that students must own their own 
success: 
I could fix this for you. Boom boom boom. That does nothing for you. It doesn't give you 
any skills and self-efficacy. It doesn't give you any sense of ownership. It doesn't give 
you any sense of pride. So sometimes I just like to talk with students about pie in the sky 
what could be possible. Because at the end of the day it's not my degree. I don't own it. 
I'd love for the student to succeed but if they can't own it, they won't succeed. 
Development of boundaries related to defining expectations for students is related to the 
conceptual component in its focus on empowering students, one of NACADA’s Core Values of 
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Academic Advising (NACADA, 2017b), and to the relational component in its emphasis on 
helping students to develop problem-solving and decision making skills (Farr & Cunningham, 
2017). 
Boundaries were also critical for helping advisors determine their appropriate roles in 
working with students struggling with serious personal concerns and mental health issues. Jean 
and Nan, who both had backgrounds in healthcare, talked about the limits of their “scope of 
practice.” They identified their desire to support students, but also the need to refer students who 
needed assistance beyond the limits of their role as advisors. Claudia, who had a background in 
counseling, explicitly discussed the importance of boundaries when students present with mental 
health concerns: 
I think everybody deals with this to some extent. I am especially aware of boundaries 
around that, because I have counseling training, and because I want to make sure that I'm 
maintaining an appropriate role, which I think is a challenge for any faculty member, any 
advisor. Albeit I think it takes different forms depending on your, you know, familiarity 
with counseling and mental health. But I try and be mindful of assessing what's going on 
and providing basic resources, while also making sure to not overstep my boundaries 
there.  
Development of boundaries related to the role of advisors in working with struggling students 
includes the informational component in terms of becoming knowledgeable about campus and 
community resources, the conceptual component based on knowledge and theory related to 
understanding student needs, and the relational component based on defining a personal 




Motivations for Improving Advising Skills 
Faculty advisors’ motivations for learning and improving advising skills were described 
through two contrasting, but not mutually exclusive perspectives. For several participants, the 
most prominent motivation was fear of making mistakes that would cost students time and 
money by delaying their academic progress. Fear of making mistakes is related to all three core 
competencies: providing accurate information (informational); reflecting NACADA’s Core 
Values of Academic Advising (2017b), particularly caring, commitment, and respect 
(conceptual); and focus on successful advising interactions (relational) (Descriptors of 
competencies from Farr & Cunningham, 2017). All participants described fear of making 
advising errors to some extent, but this fear loomed larger in programs with admission 
requirements, where missing prerequisite courses or other unmet eligibility criteria could 
significantly delay students’ achievement of their goals. Claudia expressed this sense of anxiety 
and urgency:  
But more just it's a little nerve wracking to feel like students are kind of depending on 
you for good information. And that's, that's a heavy and important role. Yeah, high stakes 
role. So it was anxiety provoking and I asked a lot of questions. 
In contrast, advisors identified their desire to help students and their joy in advising as 
motivations to learn. I did not ask directly about how participants felt about advising, yet most 
volunteered statements about liking advising and about their belief in the value and importance 
of advising. Laura put it most eloquently: “I love students. I love working with students. . . . 
We're very privileged. We're honored to be able to advise students.” She framed advising as a 
privilege, rather than as an obligation. This motivation combined advisors’ personal philosophies 
about advising (relational component) and NACADA’s Core Values of Academic Advising 
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(2017b), particularly caring and commitment (conceptual component) (Descriptors of 
competencies from Farr & Cunningham, 2017). 
Summary 
This chapter described the themes and patterns that emerged from interviews with faculty 
academic advisors about their experiences in learning advising skills, and their reflections about 
how they developed effective advising approaches with students. Research question one explored 
advisors’ experiences in learning advising skills and approaches in the informational, conceptual, 
and relational components of the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model 
(NACADA, 2017a). Primary themes that emerged were “figuring it all out” for the informational 
component, “tools of the trade” for the conceptual component, and “building relationships” for 
the relational component. Research question two focused on advisors’ reflections about 
developing effective advising approaches. Four themes were identified and discussed: “personal 
experiences as advisees,” “learning by doing,” “holding students accountable,” and “helping 
students make transitions.” Overarching patterns that bridged informational, conceptual, and/or 
relational components were identified: relationships, boundaries, and motivations to improve.  
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Chapter Five - Discussion 
The purpose of this interpretive qualitative study was to explore the experiences of 
faculty advisors in learning advising skills and approaches. Faculty members play critical roles in 
advising at most institutions (NACADA, 2011). Graduate education typically provides minimal 
preparation for advising responsibilities (Adams, 2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & Dore, 
2001). Opportunities for advising training for faculty members are often very limited, and in 
some cases, nonexistent (NACADA, 2011). NACADA’s research agenda (2018) highlights the 
need for more research on faculty advising. 
The NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a) provided the 
conceptual framework for the study. Participants were asked to reflect about their experiences in 
developing skills in the three content components of the model: informational, conceptual, and 
relational (NACADA, 2017a). The content components describe essential knowledge, concepts, 
and skills necessary for effective advising (NACADA, 2017a). 
The research questions explored in the study were: 
1. What are experiences of faculty members who advise undergraduate students in 
learning advising competencies and approaches for: 
a. the informational component; 
b. the conceptual component; and 
c. the relational component 
2. What are the interpretations and reflections of faculty advisors about how they 




Chapter two provided a review of literature related to faculty advising and advisor 
preparation. The research literature on advising frequently focuses on the important impact of 
quality academic advising on retention and student success (e.g. Habley & McClanahan, 2004; 
Klepfer & Hull, 2012; NSSE, 2014; Tinto, 2010) or on student satisfaction with advising 
(Powers, Carlstrom, & Hughey, 2104). Research on training for faculty advisors has been 
limited, and has often included only faculty members in a single college or department (e.g. 
Karr-Lilienthal, Lazarowicz, McGill, & Menke, 2013; Vespia, Freis, & Arrowood, 2018; Waters, 
2002). Preparation for advising is limited for many faculty members. Socialization to the faculty 
role through graduate education seldom provides substantive discussion about or preparation for 
advising responsibilities (Adams, 2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; Golde & Dore, 2001). Once 
hired, training opportunities are often limited, leaving new faculty members to learn advising 
skills and approaches “on the job” (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2015; Folsom, 2015a; Habley, 
2009). Literature on the history of advising shows the longstanding and central role of faculty 
members in academic advising, as well as the evolution of contemporary advising models that 
include primary-role advisors to complement and support faculty advisors at many institutions 
(Cook, 2009; Habley, 1997; Kuhn, 2008). Widespread adoption of different models to deliver 
advising and involvement of additional higher education professionals in advising roles led to the 
development of NACADA, a professional association focused on academic advising. NACADA 
played a leading role in encouraging increased scholarship on advising, defining and describing 
competencies needed for effective advising, and developing resources for professional 
development, including the Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a).   
Chapter three described the methodology used for this study. The project used an 
interpretive qualitative design to explore faculty members’ experiences in learning advising 
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skills and approaches. Participants were faculty members at a medium-sized, public, four-year 
university in the midwestern United States. I conducted semi-structured one-on-one interviews 
with eight faculty members using an interview guide comprised of questions crafted to elicit 
faculty members’ reflections about their experiences in learning informational, conceptual, and 
relational competencies as described in the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies 
Model (2017a). I analyzed interview transcripts using coding methods described by Saldaña 
(2016).  
Chapter four described the themes that emerged from analysis of the data. Participant 
described “figuring it all out” in terms of informational competencies, using “tools of the trade” 
from their disciplines in developing conceptual competencies, and “building relationships” for 
the relational component. In developing effective approaches to advising, participants built on 
“personal experiences as advisees” and “learning by doing,” and emphasized the importance of 
“holding students accountable” and “helping students make transitions.” Several overarching 
themes that included all three areas of competencies were relationships, boundaries, and 
motivations to improve.  
In this chapter, I will recap the findings from analyzing the data and discuss how project 
results relate to the research literature on faculty advising. I will review the limitations of this 
project, and explore implications of study findings for theory, practice, and further research. The 
chapter will conclude with a brief summary. 
Conclusions 
This study explored the experiences of faculty advisors in learning about academic 
advising. Several themes emerged from interviews with faculty advisors about their experiences 
in learning about advising, and their perspectives about how they had developed effective 
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advising approaches. Most prominent were the influence of disciplinary background, or “tools of 
the trade,” on approaches to advising, and the priority placed on relationships as the context for 
advising, a means to learn from others, and within the institution, a means to partner effectively 
with other departments and services to provide resources for students.  
Faculty participants discussed experiences in learning about each of the components of 
the NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a). Participants described 
learning the informational component as “figuring it all out,” and as time-consuming but 
straightforward. Their comments conveyed a sense of urgency about mastering information 
quickly so that they would not make advising errors that would prevent or delay students’ 
graduation. They characterized their strategies for learning information as “learning on my own” 
by studying information independently; “learning from others,” including asking questions of 
colleagues and attending advising workshops; and “getting organized” by developing checklists, 
worksheets, and documentation systems. 
Participants principally discussed learning concepts to guide their advising—the 
conceptual component—in terms of their educational and disciplinary backgrounds. They used 
or adapted concepts and perspectives, or “tools of the trade,” from their disciplines in developing 
approaches to advising. “Tools of the trade” were reflected in documentation practices, tools 
developed to share information with students, and approaches to advising interactions with 
students. 
Participants talked little about learning relational competencies, yet stressed the 
importance of building relationships with advisees. Participants’ definitions of good advising 
included statements about elements of relationship-building such as establishing rapport, 
developing trust, being honest and genuine with students, and communicating respectfully. As 
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professionals from disciplines focusing on human behavior and interaction, participants may 
have learned relational skills through previous education and experience.  
Faculty advisors also reflected on their experiences in developing effective advising 
approaches. Four themes emerged from their responses: “personal experiences as advisees,” 
“learning by doing,” “holding students accountable,” and “helping students make transitions.” 
Participants’ experiences as advisees, whether good or bad, were important influences in their 
approaches to advising. Participants discussed their resolve to emulate advisors who had been 
helpful, and to give students the help they did not receive from unhelpful advisors. Several 
participants talked about learning through their experiences in providing advising, or by trying 
and subsequently rejecting approaches such as group advising. Several advisors related early 
experiences of doing too much as advisors so that students did not learn needed skills. These 
experiences shaped their advising, so that they developed ways to more clearly communicate 
expectations to advisees about student responsibilities and the goals of advising, and to hold 
students accountable. Advisors described using informational, conceptual, and relational 
competencies in developing ways to help students make transitions. Advisors discussed how 
their approaches changed to meet the different needs of students as they progress through their 
studies. They described the challenges of working with students struggling academically or with 
mental health or personal concerns.   
Three overarching patterns emerged from conversations with faculty advisors: 
relationships, boundaries, and motivations to improve. Relationships powerfully shaped 
advising. Relationships with students provided the context for advising and had the potential to 
contribute to a wide range of outcomes for students, including facilitating academic, personal 
and professional development; helping students navigate to campus resources; and helping 
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students learn problem-solving and decision-making skills. Relationships with colleagues were 
important sources of support, socialization to the advising role, and pertinent information for 
advising within the major. Several participants also highlighted the value of relationships with 
other campus professionals developed by attending campus events and participating in university 
committees. These relationships helped participants identify important contacts to assist with 
questions and expanded participants’ knowledge of campus resources that could be helpful to 
students needing referrals for other services. Boundaries were important in two ways. First, 
establishing boundaries helped advisors to communicate about their role and expectations for 
students within the advising relationship. Second, boundaries helped advisors define the limits of 
their role in assisting students with mental health and personal concerns. Motivations for 
improving advising skills took two contrasting, but not mutually exclusive forms. Several 
participants described their motivation as prompted by fear of making advising mistakes that 
would hinder students’ progress. At the same time, most participants talked about liking 
advising, and wanting to learn in order to be more helpful to students.  
Discussion 
The NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a) provided the 
conceptual framework for this study. Participants described experiences in learning skills within 
informational, conceptual, and relational competencies as described by the model. They also 
talked about each of the components of the model in discussing how they developed effective 
advising approaches and techniques. The model shaped this study by providing a comprehensive 
view of advising functions. Perhaps more importantly, it proved to be useful in engaging faculty 
advisors in considering aspects of advising beyond the basic functions of providing information 
about courses, degree requirements, and registration processes. Without such encouragement, 
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faculty advisors tend to focus primarily on learning informational competencies such as course 
planning and registration (Troxel, 2018), based on their views of which advising functions are 
most important and are within their scope of responsibility as advisors (Allen & Smith, 2008).  
Faculty advisors prioritized learning the informational component, and largely relied on 
“tools of the trade” from their disciplinary perspectives for the conceptual component. While 
study participants described advising broadly, and included discussion of conceptual and 
relational competencies, experiences in initial learning of those competencies typically predated 
their first formal advising experiences, instead having been developed as part of their educational 
preparation within their disciplines. This reliance on previously learned concepts and theories is 
perhaps not surprising, given the disciplines represented in this study. Farr and Cunningham 
(2017) discussed the influences of theories from education and the social sciences on the 
development of theory in advising. Study participants represented several healthcare-related 
professions, social work, psychology, sociology, and communication. These disciplines also 
provided development of relational skills, often through practice experiences or internships built 
into the curricula of undergraduate and/or graduate education. Several participants noted that 
they had accepted faculty positions at State University at least in part due to their interest in 
teaching and in having opportunities for building relationships with students, both as teachers 
and as advisors.  
Many of the themes that emerged from this study were consistent with literature about 
advising development. Participants came to advising with little formal preparation. When asked 
about graduate preparation, no one indicated that advising had received more than a passing 
mention, consistent with research on graduate preparation and socialization to the faculty role 
(Adams, 2002; Austin, 2002; Gaff, 2002; and Golde & Dore, 2001). As Laura put it: “They 
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didn't teach us how to teach. Why would they teach us how to advise?” Participants’ experiences 
were also consistent with studies in which faculty advisors reported not feeling well-prepared for 
advising responsibilities (Karr-Lilienthal et al., 2013; Vespia, et al., 2018). The only participant 
who had significant experience with advising prior to becoming a faculty member at State 
University had worked as a primary-role advisor at two other institutions. Her discussion of her 
experience in learning informational competencies reflected the same “figuring it all out” theme 
as other participants who first became advisors when they took faculty positions. She had also 
used the strategies of “learning on my own,” “learning from others,” and “getting organized.” 
Participants’ concerns about their lack of preparation were clearly evident in their reports of 
being anxious about making advising errors. Claudia summed up her experience: 
But more just it's a little nerve wracking to feel like students are kind of depending on 
you for good information. And that's, that's a heavy and important role. Yeah, high stakes 
role. So it was anxiety provoking and I asked a lot of questions. 
Anxiety about making mistakes represented one of two important motivations to learn and 
improve skills. Participants were also motivated by their commitment to supporting students’ 
success and their enjoyment of working with students.  
Study participants described developing advising skills through “figuring it all out” and 
by “learning by doing.” These themes are consistent with training models for advisors such as 
Folsom, Joslin, & Yoder’s (2005) Training Blueprint for New Advisors and Folsom’s (2015b) 
New Advisor Development Chart. Folsom, et al. (2005) discussed the importance of learning by 
doing in advising development, stating “advisors develop excellence over time, student by 
student, through an experiential synthesis of the conceptual, informational and relational 
components of advising” (para. 1). Folsom, et al. (2005) further likened learning advising to 
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learning a new language, in that “we gain fluency by being immersed in it” (para. 1). Folsom 
(2015a) emphasized the importance of self-development, including elements similar to “figuring 
it all out” such as regularly reflecting on practice, identifying areas for additional learning, and 
devising strategies to improve skills and knowledge. Folsom’s (2015b) New Advisor 
Development Chart described many of the tools that participants had used in “getting organized” 
such as guide sheets, checklists, and documentation systems. 
These training models were not a perfect fit for faculty advisors. The Training Blueprint 
for New Advisors was based on discussions with and surveys of primary-role advisors, and 
designed to meet the training needs of new primary-role advisors (Folsom et al., 2005). The 
Training Blueprint provided the foundation for Folsom’s (2015b) New Advisor Development 
Chart. The New Advisor Development Chart further developed the notion of advisor 
development as a multi-year process and delineated expectations for informational, conceptual, 
and relational competencies to be developed in the first year, along with refined and expanded 
competencies to be developed in years two and three (Folsom, 2015b). Folsom’s expanded 
model was intended to be more comprehensive, and to apply to new faculty advisors as well as 
primary-role advisors (Folsom, 2015a). Yet Folsom acknowledged that it was not a “one size fits 
all” approach, stating “advisors must adjust their learning and development goals to their unique 
advising responsibilities” (Folsom, 2015a, p. 14). Study participants’ discussion of learning 
informational competencies aligned most closely with Folsom’s (2015b) model. 
Participants described intentional learning for informational competencies, but did not 
describe similar experiences in learning conceptual and relational competencies. Participants 
brought “tools of the trade,” or perspectives from their disciplines, to their thinking about 
conceptual competencies specific to advising such as theories about student development and 
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advising approaches. For example, Kathryn suggested a parallel between strengths-based 
approaches in her profession of social work, and the appreciative advising approach discussed in 
advising publications (e.g. Bloom, Hutson, & He, 2013): 
It's another way of thinking about the strengths perspective, which is one of the 
foundational, you know, theoretical models that the social work profession uses, right? 
So it's the same thing with a different name on some level, parts of it are. 
Many participants discussed using previously learned relational competencies in 
developing advising approaches and skills. They did not describe experiences in learning 
relational competencies in their work as advisors. Their experiences contrast with findings from 
Hughey (2011), who argued that learning relational competencies is both urgent and challenging 
for new advisors. As in the area of conceptual competencies, participants in this study brought 
“tools of the trade” from their educations, previous professional experiences, and/or disciplines 
that applied to relational competencies. Most explicitly discussed the importance of relational 
competencies, but did not describe challenges in developing relational skills. 
Participants identified a number of desired outcomes for students that were congruent 
with advising literature, such as retention and self-efficacy. Quality academic advising plays an 
important role in retention (e.g. Klepfer & Hull, 2012; Tinto, 2010). Several participants asserted 
the importance of advising to retention, both from the standpoint of individual students and of 
the university. They highlighted the importance of building relationships in retaining students. 
Dee commented “we have a lot of pressure from admissions and from advising and retention of 
keeping students.  And so trying to be more relational I think is hopefully helping as far as 
retention.” Claudia also described the importance of relationships to retention: 
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And then in terms of, you know, year to year retention is important that, I know that's a 
big issue within the university. I know that's something the university focuses on. And it's 
kind of, you know, I don't mean to use it as like a buzzword of just, retention is great. But 
making sure that they [students] feel comfortable and accepted within State University 
and making sure that they feel like they're connected with the [department she teaches 
in]. And I think those relationships are so important in terms of just making students feel 
like they belong and like they're valued and, I don't know. I haven't seen any data on it, 
but I can't imagine that that's not related to student retention.  
Participants’ emphasis on the importance of building relationships for retention was consistent 
with research from Klepfer and Hull (2012) and Swecker et al. (2013) that found a positive 
relationship between retention and the number of contacts students had with advisors. 
Several participants defined helping students to develop self-efficacy as a desired 
outcome of advising. Their descriptions of self-efficacy were similar to Baxter Magolda’s 
concept of self-authorship (e.g. Baxter Magolda, 2003; Baxter Magolda, 2014). Baxter Magolda 
(2014) suggested that advising was a context within higher education well-suited to help students 
move toward self-authorship, in terms of developing a sense of self as a decision-maker, and 
assuming increasing responsibility within the advising relationship as the student progresses 
from first year toward graduation. Participants described an analogous process as they talked 
about how their advising approaches change as students’ needs and capabilities change during 
their time at the university. Advisors’ discussion of the arc of advising as students moved 
through their academic careers reflected the transformative nature of academic advising, as 
described by White and Schulenberg (2012). Students moved from focus on information to focus 
on career and professional goals. Advisors described changes in not only the content of 
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conversations, but also the nature of conversations.  For example, Bill described changes in the 
“level of discourse” as students approached graduation, and reflected “it's a pleasure to see them 
mature intellectually but also socially over time.”  
Discussions of approaches intended to help students develop self-efficacy were also 
reflected in the themes of “boundaries” and “holding students accountable” with regard to 
defining the roles and responsibilities of advisors and students. Establishing and communicating 
expectations about students’ responsibility for making decisions and working together with 
students to support them in their plans is consistent with White’s (2015) discussion of a new 
social contract with students. White (2015) described advising in terms of co-creating a culture 
of learning and making students more active in planning education. Participants’ emphasis on 
helping students to develop self-efficacy in support of student success also aligned with findings 
in a study by Young, et al. (2017) of a significant positive relationship between GPA and self-
efficacy.  
Limitations 
This study was conducted at a medium-sized, four-year public university serving a 
predominantly traditional aged student population. Advisors have limited numbers of transfer, 
military, and post-traditional aged students. Several participants noted the challenges of working 
with these groups of students. The experiences of learning advising approaches and skills might 
be markedly different for faculty advisors serving a wider range of students.   
The university primarily uses a faculty advising model, with mandatory advising for 
undergraduate students each semester. This model results in large advising loads for many 
faculty advisors, and significant time demands for advising, particularly in the time period 
leading up to registration each semester. The time commitment needed to advise a large number 
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of students may increase the focus on quickly learning the information needed for advising. In 
addition, faculty members in the departments included in this study had limited advising support 
from professional advisors who primarily serve undeclared students and provide occasional 
advising workshops. Several other colleges or departments within the university have added 
professional advisors to support faculty advising. Experimentation with different advising 
models is constrained by collective bargaining agreements at the university.  The faculty 
organization contract specifies that advising is a faculty right and responsibility (IFO Master 
Agreement, 2019-2021). Variations in the pattern of learning to advise might be seen in 
institutions with different advising models, which might decrease advising loads, and moderate 
the amount of time needed for advising.   
Participants represented a limited number of disciplines, mostly in the helping 
professions and social sciences. Participants brought perspectives, approaches, and theories from 
their disciplines to the task of advising, informing the skills they used within the conceptual 
component. For example, Kathryn drew a direct parallel between strengths-based approaches in 
social work and the appreciative advising approach that is the focus of books and articles in the 
professional advising literature (e.g. Bloom et al., 2013). Faculty members from disciplines that 
do not emphasize caring for others may have greater needs to learn about advising theories and 
approaches. Participants’ educational backgrounds and, in several cases, professional 
experiences equipped them with skills for the relational component, so that there was little 
discussion of need to develop skills in this area. Faculty advisors from different disciplines that 
have less emphasis on building and maintaining relationships might describe different 
experiences in developing advising competencies for the relational component.  
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Nearly all participants were women. To the extent that women and men frequently have 
different styles of interacting with others, learning needs for relational skills may be different for 
women than for men. Claudia observed that some students may be more likely to seek out advice 
from women faculty members that they perceive as nurturing. Combined with Dillon and 
Fisher’s (2000) finding, and Laura’s parallel comment that “good” advisors are often sought out 
by students, increasing their advising loads, this may mean that women have different 
experiences with advising and learning to advise. 
Six out of eight participants had nine or more years of advising experience, and five out 
of eight had achieved tenure. While the advisors with less experience related similar experiences 
and perspectives as more experienced advisors in this study, it is possible that other themes 
might emerge if a larger number of newer advisors were interviewed. Newer advisors might 
identify different priorities for learning, based on the demands of preparing to apply for tenure 
and the need to juggle multiple responsibilities, including teaching, scholarship, committee 
service, and advising.  
All participants volunteered to be part of this project, and most expressed their liking of 
advising. Research with larger groups of faculty members have found that some faculty advisors 
describe advising as a “bothersome add-on responsibility” (Wallace, 2011, para. 9). Faculty 
attitudes about advising may well shape faculty members’ experiences in learning advising 
competencies.  
Implications for Theory 
The NACADA Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (2017a) was the 
conceptual framework for this study. The model provided a useful organizing framework for the 
study and guided the development of questions for the semi-structured interview guide. Faculty 
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advisors’ experiences in learning about advising aligned with the informational, conceptual, and 
relational competencies described by the model. However, both the Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a) and the New Advisor Development Chart (Folsom, 
2015b) include elements designed more for primary-role advisors than faculty advisors, 
particularly in the conceptual component. Study participants clearly valued learning the 
information needed for advising, and identified building relationships and elements of the 
relational component as essential. Their descriptions of their learning experiences in these areas 
closely paralleled the informational and relational components of Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a), and overlapped significantly with the learning tasks 
outlined in the New Advisor Development Chart (Folsom, 2015b). However, faculty advisors 
primarily used “tools of the trade” from their disciplines within the conceptual component. 
Faculty advisors are unlikely to be well-versed in advising history and theories, described by 
Farr and Cunningham (2017) as important parts of the conceptual component. Faculty advisors 
juggling multiple responsibilities beyond advising may have neither time nor interest in 
exploring additional theories. In this study, they relied on familiar concepts and theories to 
develop advising skills and approaches. Primary-role advisors, by virtue of the focus of their 
positions and responsibilities, are likely to be more invested in development of advising 
competencies and exploring the advising literature.  
The Academic Advising Core Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a) and New 
Advisor Development Chart (Folsom, 2015b) can provide useful frameworks for advising 
training for primary-role and faculty advisors alike. However, they do not fit equally well for 
both groups. Additional development of the models may be needed to accommodate the needs 
and priorities of faculty advisors. 
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Implications for Practice  
The results of this study confirm the need for more support for faculty advisors in 
learning advising skills and competencies. In applying the Academic Advising Core 
Competencies Model (NACADA, 2017a) and the New Advisor Development Chart (Folsom, 
2015b) to develop training for faculty advisors, the results of this study suggest training should 
first emphasize the informational and relational components. This approach would align well 
with the advising roles, predominantly reflecting the informational and relational components, 
that faculty advisors ranked as important or very important on the advising module of the Faculty 
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE, 2014). 
Participants described a sense of urgency regarding the informational component. Many 
discussed their perceived need to get up to speed right away on information about degree 
requirements, courses, and registration processes even as they were working hard to develop 
their courses and settle into their faculty roles. This sense of urgency suggests that training for 
informational competencies should be offered early in the semester, but not in the first two or 
three weeks to accommodate more pressing faculty responsibilities at the beginning of the 
semester. Training methods and materials should be designed to honor faculty members’ skills in 
reading, understanding, and applying knowledge. In recognition of time pressures experienced 
by faculty members who are juggling multiple responsibilities, training should include easy-to-
use tools and reference materials, such as guide sheets and checklists, perhaps customized for 
similar disciplines. Several participants described modifying tools to match their needs and 
preferences, suggesting that basic templates that can be edited would be helpful. Easy-to-find 
online materials and toolkits could be housed on the institution’s website. Responsibility for 
maintaining the website and tools, and for informing advisors throughout campus of changes and 
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updates should be clearly designated, and assigned to an appropriate office or individual. Other 
important training materials should include answers to frequently asked questions, and a list of 
available campus resources such as registration and financial aid offices with contact information 
and designated contact people. Based on the importance that study participants attributed to 
establishing relationships throughout the campus, training sessions might include opportunities 
to meet representatives of campus offices. Participants talked about the value of knowing which 
offices and individuals could answer their questions. They described the significance of 
relationships with others on campus in order to leverage resources as needed for students. 
Facilitating partnerships and communication between student affairs offices and faculty advisors 
can improve services for students. Involving representatives of campus offices in training 
sessions could also serve to alert personnel in registrar’s, financial aid, and other student affairs 
offices to the needs and identities of new faculty members, in order to be more responsive to 
their questions.  
While training on informational competencies may be straightforward and applicable to 
faculty members from many disciplines, a one size fits all approach may be less appropriate and 
effective in addressing relational and conceptual competencies. Results of this study suggest that 
training needs and approaches may need to be customized depending on the knowledge and 
skills faculty advisors bring to the table from their educational backgrounds and disciplines. 
Participants in this study highlighted their beliefs in the importance of relationships and 
relational skills, but did not describe experiences in learning relational competencies, instead 
relying on previously learned skills. Similarly, in discussing conceptual competencies, 
participants described initial learning through education in their chosen disciplines prior to taking 
on advising responsibilities. Training that recognizes and acknowledges these “tools of the trade” 
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may be more appealing to faculty advisors. Support for this notion also comes from the 
experiences of primary-role advisors who provide support and training for faculty advisors in 
designated colleges and departments at State University. These primary-role advisors initially 
shared very similar position descriptions, yet their roles have evolved in different ways to meet 
the distinct needs and advising philosophies of the colleges and departments they serve.  
The importance of developing institutional support for advising was highlighted by 
Wallace and Wallace (2010). Customized training efforts represent one of a number of 
institutional supports for quality advising potentially indicated by the results of this study. While 
large group training may be seen as an efficient way to deliver training, if training is poorly 
attended and does not reach its intended audience, the advantages of group training are 
diminished. Focused training designed to meet the needs of specific groups, using language and 
concepts related to the disciplinary frameworks of the target audience, and building on the tools 
faculty members already possess may be more effective than large general training in fostering 
development and refinement of advising skills and approaches. Several smaller sessions with 
better attendance are likely to achieve more than a single session intended for a broad audience 
that is minimally attended. 
Support for systematic assessment of advising is another institutional strategy with the 
potential to improve advising. Only one of the departments represented in this study regularly 
surveyed students about their experiences with advising to obtain feedback to improve advising 
practices. Systematic assessment could reveal needs for additional training, which could be used 
to design and deliver focused and customized training. Data from assessment may also persuade 
faculty advisors that professional development can increase their confidence, make their job of 
advising easier, and improve outcomes for students.  
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A number of other institutional supports were suggested by study results. Laura’s 
description of her experience as part of a new faculty cohort that had ongoing discussions about 
advising and teaching over a period of time highlighted the value of support from her dean and 
from her peers. Many participants described informal mentoring and coaching from experienced 
faculty members in their departments. Deans and department chairs could support these informal 
efforts. More formal mentoring programs could also prove effective. A formal program would 
require that an individual or committee be designated to identify skilled and experienced 
advisors and match them with new faculty advisors. Several participants highlighted the value of 
developing relationships with others on campus through participation in events and committees. 
Institutional encouragement of these relationship-building activities could also support improved 
advising. A number of participants shared concerns about disparities between departments in the 
size of advising loads, and the time demands of providing advising for large numbers of students. 
Possible institutional strategies to address these concerns might include review of practices for 
assigning students to advisors, providing additional advising supports such as designated 
primary-role advisors assigned to colleges or departments, and consideration of compensation or 
workload credit tied to advising loads. Another potentially fruitful approach for institutions, 
colleges, or departments would be examination of other possible advising models paired with 
assessment to make data-informed decisions about how best to use available resources to achieve 
desired outcomes for students. Study participants in some departments had experimented with 
group advising. One department used groups to accommodate large numbers of students, with 
mixed success. Another successfully used a group approach for upper division students in a 
cohort-based program where all students were taking a prescribed set of courses. Advising was 
described by many as an underappreciated faculty activity. Institutional efforts to reward quality 
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advising could include additional consideration for advising in the promotion and tenure process 
as well as advisor recognition programs. The notion of improving recognition and reward for 
quality advising is consistent with recommendations from Hutson (2013) 
Faculty advisors who participated in this study liked advising and viewed it as important 
for students. A persistent thread in my conversations with them was the challenge of developing 
a culture of advising on campus. A culture of advising requires commitment and support from all 
levels of the institution, including elements such as ongoing support for professional 
development related to advising; easy-to-use, easy-to-find, up-to-date advising tools and 
materials; partnerships between faculty advisors and student affairs; systematic assessment of 
advising; recognition of the time commitment needed for advising; and appreciation and respect 
for quality advising. Developing a culture of advising can help faculty advisors transform their 
view of advising from an obligation to a privilege. 
Implications for Research 
The results of this study suggest several directions for further research. First, the faculty 
advisors who participated in this study represented a limited range of disciplines. For these 
faculty members, their educational and professional backgrounds powerfully influenced their 
experiences in learning relational and conceptual competencies for advising. Their disciplines, 
including healthcare, social work, sociology, psychology, and communications, shared a focus 
on human behavior and interaction. They described using “tools of the trade” from their 
disciplines in their approaches to advising. Faculty members from other disciplines may not 
bring a similar toolkit of relational and conceptual competencies for advising. Further research 
with faculty advisors from a broader range of disciplines may reveal different experiences in 
learning advising skills and developing advising approaches. 
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This study explored the experiences of faculty advisors at an institution using a faculty 
advising model. Faculty advisors may have different learning experiences in different advising 
models. For example, faculty members who advise only third- and fourth-year majors and 
minors in their disciplines may have less need for informational competencies related to 
introducing first- and second-year students to how the university and registration system work. 
Additional research might uncover different themes for faculty advisors depending on the 
advising model used and the availability of advising supports and training programs.  
Nearly all participants in this study were women. One participant observed that some 
students may seek out advising from women faculty members who may be perceived as more 
nurturing than men in their departments. Further research on differences in learning relational 
competencies for men and women may suggest different training needs or preferences. 
Summary 
This interpretive qualitative study explored the experiences of faculty advisors in learning 
advising skills and approaches. Faculty participants described a number of similar experiences. 
None had significant formal preparation for advising as part of their graduate education. Their 
preparation was primarily on the job, with a great deal of “learning by doing” using “tools of the 
trade” based on their disciplinary perspectives. Study participants liked advising and valued 
developing relationships with advisees as an essential context for students to develop 
academically, personally, and professionally. At the same time, they described experiencing 
anxiety about providing accurate and adequate advising to their students, and expressed concerns 
about the amount of time and energy required to advise well during the weeks leading up to 
registration while continuing to fulfill their teaching responsibilities. Participant responses 
demonstrated the importance of institutional supports to develop a culture of advising, including 
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training tailored to the needs of groups of faculty, potentially using language and tools from their 
disciplines; easy-to-use and easy-to-locate tools and information to support advising; systematic 
assessment of advising and the needs of faculty advisors; and increased recognition of quality 
advising, particularly in the promotion and tenure process. Institutional supports can potentially 
help advisors develop competencies and confidence in their advising, and help change attitudes 
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You are invited to participate in a research study about faculty advisors’ experiences in learning 
about advising.  The study is for my dissertation project in Higher Education Administration at 
St. Cloud State University, and has been approved by the Institutional Research Board at St. 
Cloud State University.  I hope to interview faculty advisors who have been employed at Winona 
State University for five to ten years.  I wish to focus on advisors from departments that do not 
have advising support from primary-role advisors assigned to their college or department. 
 
If you agree to be part of the study, you will be asked to participate in a one-hour long interview 
about your experiences with advising and developing advising skills.  
• With your permission, the interview will be audiotaped and transcribed.  You will have 
the opportunity to review the transcript and make any changes you wish. 
• Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. 
• You may refuse to answer any question. 
• Participating in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time. 
If you are willing to participate, please contact me via email at etwiton@winona.edu, or via 
phone at 507-457-2232.  If you have questions about this study, please contact me or faculty 
advisor Dr. Rachel Friedensen via email at refriedensen@stcloudstate.edu, or via phone at 320-
308-3116.  Results of the study can be requested from me and will be published at the St. Cloud 
State University Repository at https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/. 
 
Thank you for considering participation.  I hope to hear from you soon. 
 
Elizabeth Twiton 
Student Services Coordinator 
Department of Nursing 




Appendix B: Original Informed Consent 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Development of Academic Advising Knowledge and Competencies 
Consent to Participate 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study about faculty advisors’ experiences in learning 
about advising.  I am interviewing faculty advisors who have been employed at Winona State 
University for five to ten years, focusing on advisors from departments that do not have advising 
support from primary-role advisors assigned to their college or department. 
 
If you agree to be part of the research study, you will be asked to participate in an interview with 
the researcher about your experiences.  You will be invited to reflect on your experiences and to 
share your interpretations of how you have developed your advising skills and approaches.  The 
interview will last for approximately one hour.  If more time is needed, an additional interview 
can be scheduled at your convenience.  Your responses will be audiotaped so that they can be 
transcribed for analysis.  Only you and the researcher will have access to interview transcripts, 
unless you give written permission for them to be shared with another party. 
 
Benefits of the research. The purpose of this study is to learn more about how faculty advisors 
learn about providing academic advising. The anticipated benefits for participants include greater 
understanding of a range of skills and approaches for academic advising and of the process of 
developing advising knowledge and competencies, as well as possible directions and ideas for 
further professional development. 
 
Risks and discomforts. Risks from participation are minimal.  You will be asked to share your 
experiences at Winona State University.  You may experience anxiety about expressing critical 
viewpoints, if your statements were to become known to colleagues or administrators.   
 
Data collected will remain confidential.  Your responses will be kept strictly confidential.  Your 
name will not be disclosed nor will identified direct quotes be used.  During the interview, you 
may refuse to answer any questions.  After the completion of the interview, you will receive your 
transcribed interview.  At that time, you may make any changes to the transcription you wish, 
included expanding responses, or noting omissions.   
 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate 
will not affect your current or future relations with St. Cloud State University or the researcher. 
Winona State University guarantees that a subject’s decision whether to participate or not 
participate, or to withdraw from the study, will not affect the subject’s current or future 
relationship with Winona State University.  If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw 
at any time without penalty.  
 
If you have questions about this research study, you may contact researcher Elizabeth Twiton via 
email at etwiton@winona.edu or via phone at 507-457-2232 or faculty advisor Dr. Rachel 
Friedensen via email at refriedensen@stcloudstate.edu, or via phone at 320-308-3116.  Results of 
the study can be requested from the researcher and will be published at the St. Cloud State 
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University Repository at https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/. 
 
Your signature indicates that you are at least 18 years of age, you have read the information 
provided above, and you have consent to participate. 
 
                





Appendix C: Permission for Audiotaping and Transcription 
 
Release Form for Use of Audio Recording 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Development of Academic Advising Knowledge and Competencies 
 
Elizabeth Twiton, Principal Investigator 
etwiton@go.stcloudstate.edu 








This form asks for your consent to use media for and from this study. We would like you to 
indicate how we can use your media. See below a list of media types that we will use. Please 
initial where you consent for that type of use of your media.  
 
Regardless of your answers on the next page, you will not be penalized.  We will not use your 
media in any way you have not initialed.  
 
Questions regarding this form should be directed to the researchers. Additional answers can be 
found by contacting the IRB Administrator or an IRB Committee Member. Current membership 
is available at: https://www.stcloudstate.edu/irb/members.aspx  
 
A copy of this form will be provided for your records.  
 
Audio; no video 
Consent 
Granted Type of Release 
 Used by research team to record and analyze data 
 Published or presented in an academic outlet (e.g., journal, conference) 
 
Transcription of audio 
Consent 
Granted Type of Release 
 Used by research team to record and analyze data 
 Published or presented in an academic outlet (e.g., journal, conference) 
 
I have read the above carefully and give my consent only for those items in which I 
initialed.  
 
_________________________________________________  ________________ 
Participant Signature (if 18 years of age or older)    Date 
 
_________________________________________________   




Appendix D: Interview Guide 
Introductory and Demographic Questions 
Tell me a little bit about yourself, and your work at Winona State University.   
How do you prefer to be addressed? 
What are your preferred gender pronouns? 
How do you describe your race or ethnicity? 
How long have you been teaching at WSU? 
How long have you been advising at WSU?  
How many advisees do you have? 
Have you taught at other institutions?  What type of institution was it (public or private, four-
year or two-year)?   











Q1. Think back to your first experiences as an academic advisor. 
Tell me about those experiences. 
1.a., 1.b., 
1.c. 
C, I, R 
 Q1.a. How did you prepare? 1.a., 1.b., 
1.c. 
C, I, R 
  Q1.a.(1) Tell me about any training or resources you 
had to help you. 
2. C, I, R 
  Q1.a.(2) Tell me about any preparation for advising 
included in your graduate education. 
2. C, I, R 
 Q1.b. Tell me about your approach with the student. 1.b., 1.c. C, R 




C, I, R 
 Q2.a. Describe any changes in your approach with students 
or your thoughts about what you do as an advisor. 
1.b., 1.c. C, R 
 Q2.b. Tell me about what motivated those changes. 1.a., 1.b., 
1.c., 2. 
C, R 
Q3. Describe how you define good advising. 1.b., 1.c. C, R 
 Q3.a. Tell me about how you arrived at your understanding 
of good advising. 
1.b., 1.c., 2. C. R 
 Q3.b. Tell me about your philosophy of advising. 1.b., 1.c. C, R 
Q4. Tell me about what you do in a typical advising appointment. 1.a., 1.b., 
1.c. 
C, I, R 
 Q4.a. Tell me about how you handle different advising 
situations. Some possible examples:  
• students considering major change or transfer; 
• majors in your program;  
• first year vs. second year vs. third year vs. 
fourth year;  
• students struggling academically, including 
students on academic warning, probation, or 
suspension;  
• honors students;  
• students struggling with personal concerns. 
1.a., 1.b., 
1.c. 
C, I, R 
Q5. Tell me about your goals for your advising appointments. 1.b. C 
 Q5.a. What kinds of outcomes do you want for your 
students? 
1.b. C 













C, I, R 
 Q6.a. What made it successful for you and for the student? 1.a., 1.b., 
1.c. 
C, I, R 
Q7. Talk about experiences or people that have influenced your 
approach(es) to advising. 
1.b., 1.c., 2. C, R 
 Q7.a. Describe any feedback from students and its impact. 1.b., 1.c., 2. C, R 
 Q7.b. Tell me about any resources or activities you have 
found particularly helpful. 
2. C, R 




C, I, R 
 Q8.a. Please share your ideas about what you might find 
helpful in addressing these challenges. 
2. C, I, R 














You are invited to participate in a research study about faculty advisors’ experiences in learning 
about advising.  The study is for my dissertation project in Higher Education Administration at 
St. Cloud State University, and has been approved by the Institutional Research Board at St. 
Cloud State University.  I hope to interview faculty advisors who have been employed at Winona 
State University for four to ten years.  I wish to focus on advisors from departments that do not 
have advising support from primary-role advisors assigned to their college or department. 
 
If you agree to be part of the study, you will be asked to participate in a one-hour long interview 
about your experiences with advising and developing advising skills.  
• With your permission, the interview will be audiotaped and transcribed.  You will have 
the opportunity to review the transcript and make any changes you wish. 
• Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. 
• You may refuse to answer any question. 
• Participating in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time. 
If you are willing to participate, please contact me via email at etwiton@winona.edu, or via 
phone at 507-457-2232.  If you have questions about this study, please contact me or faculty 
advisor Dr. Rachel Friedensen via email at refriedensen@stcloudstate.edu, or via phone at 320-
308-3116.  Results of the study can be requested from me and will be published at the St. Cloud 
State University Repository at https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/. 
 
Thank you for considering participation.  I hope to hear from you soon. 
 
Elizabeth Twiton 
Student Services Coordinator 
Department of Nursing 




Appendix G: Revised Informed Consent 
 
Faculty Advisors’ Development of Academic Advising Knowledge and Competencies 
Consent to Participate 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study about faculty advisors’ experiences in learning 
about advising.  I am interviewing faculty advisors who have been employed at Winona State 
University for four to ten years, focusing on advisors from departments that do not have advising 
support from primary-role advisors assigned to their college or department. 
 
If you agree to be part of the research study, you will be asked to participate in an interview with 
the researcher about your experiences.  You will be invited to reflect on your experiences and to 
share your interpretations of how you have developed your advising skills and approaches.  The 
interview will last for approximately one hour.  If more time is needed, an additional interview 
can be scheduled at your convenience.  Your responses will be audiotaped so that they can be 
transcribed for analysis.  Only you and the researcher will have access to interview transcripts, 
unless you give written permission for them to be shared with another party. 
 
Benefits of the research. The purpose of this study is to learn more about how faculty advisors 
learn about providing academic advising. The anticipated benefits for participants include greater 
understanding of a range of skills and approaches for academic advising and of the process of 
developing advising knowledge and competencies, as well as possible directions and ideas for 
further professional development. 
 
Risks and discomforts. Risks from participation are minimal.  You will be asked to share your 
experiences at Winona State University.  You may experience anxiety about expressing critical 
viewpoints, if your statements were to become known to colleagues or administrators.   
 
Data collected will remain confidential.  Your responses will be kept strictly confidential.  Your 
name will not be disclosed nor will identified direct quotes be used.  During the interview, you 
may refuse to answer any questions.  After the completion of the interview, you will receive your 
transcribed interview.  At that time, you may make any changes to the transcription you wish, 
included expanding responses, or noting omissions.   
 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate 
will not affect your current or future relations with St. Cloud State University or the researcher. 
Winona State University guarantees that a subject’s decision whether to participate or not 
participate, or to withdraw from the study, will not affect the subject’s current or future 
relationship with Winona State University.  If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw 
at any time without penalty.  
 
If you have questions about this research study, you may contact researcher Elizabeth Twiton via 
email at etwiton@winona.edu or via phone at 507-457-2232 or faculty advisor Dr. Rachel 
Friedensen via email at refriedensen@stcloudstate.edu, or via phone at 320-308-3116.  Results of 
the study can be requested from the researcher and will be published at the St. Cloud State 
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University Repository at https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/. 
 
Your signature indicates that you are at least 18 years of age, you have read the information 
provided above, and you have consent to participate. 
 
                




Appendix H: IRB Approval for Protocol Modification 
 
 
